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SUBVERSIVE INFLUENCE IN THES EDUCATIONAL 
PROCESS 


WEDNESDAY, MAY 13, 1953 


Unirep Srates SENATE, 
SuBcoMMITTEE To INVESTIGATE THE ADMINISTRATION 
OF THE INTERNAL Security Act AND OTHER INTERNAL 
Security Laws oF THE COMMITTEE ON THE .J UDICIARY, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2 p. m., in room 318, 
Senate Office Building, Senator William E. Jenner presiding. 

Present: Senators Jenner, Hendrickson, Welker, Eastland, and 
Smith. 

Also present: Robert Morris, subcommittee counsel; and Benjamin 
Mandel, director of research. 

The CuatrMan. The committee will come to order. Will the wit- 
ness please come forward. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Hurlinger. 

The Cuamman. Will the witness please stand and be sworn to 
testify. 

Do you swear that the testimony you will give in this hearing will 
be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you 
God? 

Mr. Huruincer. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF IVEN HURLINGER, NEW YORK, N. Y., ACCOMPANIED 
BY HIS ATTORNEY, JOSEPH FORER, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


The CramrMan. Will you state to the committee your name$ 

Mr. Hurirncer. Iven Hurlinger. 

The Cuarrman. Where do you reside, Mr. Hurlinger? 

Mr. Hurwrneer. 1535 Walton Avenue, New York 52. 

The CHarrMan. What is your business or profession ¢ 

Mr. Hurtincer. I am a physicist. 

The Cuarrman. Proceed, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, there were two witnesses summoned 
here today. The first was to be Dr. Lewis Balamuth, B-a-l-a-m-u-t-h, 
The second was Mr. Iven Hurlinger. They were called in connection 
with that phase of our educational hearings that related to academic 
people doing research work in physics, and particularly in atomic 
energy during the war. 

In our Boston hearings last week it was brought out that Dr. Philip 
Morrison, who subsequently had access to virtually all the atomic 
secrets of the United States Government had been a member of the 
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Communist Party and acknowl <lged that fact in the public record 
last Thursday. It was 


i iso brought out last Thursday that Dr. 
Morrison was, on April 17, 1953, together with Dr. Edward Barsky, 
charge of the American Peace Crusade, an organization about 
wl Mr. Mandel, research director for the committee, put into 


the record a certification by the Attorney General that that was a 


Communist organization. 


Dr. Morrison at the time stated that the American Peace Cru ade 
Was appt il ne the \ttorne General’s decision. 
Che witness in Boston on Friday was David Hawkins, who ac- 


knowledged that he was a member of the Communist Party and 
attended meetings of the Communist Party up to February 19438, and 
that he became associated with the Los Alamos project in May 1943. 

It was also brought out that Mr. Hawkins became historian of the 
Los Alamos project. 

The first witness this afternoon was to have been Dr. Lewis Bala- 
muth but, because of Dr. Balamuth’s heart condition, he was excused 
from public testimony. 

I would like, Mr. Chairman, therefore, to put into the public record 
virtually all of Dr. Balamuth’s testimony. 

Dr. Balamuth proved to be a most responsive witness and answered 
all questions to the satisfaction of the committee. 

Now, the one part that I would like to mention at this time in 
particular was that Dr. Lewis Balamuth had been identified by the 
Rapp-Coudert committee in New York in 1941 by two witnesses to 
have been a member of the Communist Party, a fact which Dr. Bala- 
muth acknowledged when he testified yesterday. These events took 
place subsequent to that time, and I will now read from the record of 
Dr. Balamuth of yesterday : 

Mr. Morrrs. Dr. Balamuth, did you have an invitation to join the Manhattan 
Proiect ? 

Ir. BALAMUTH. Yes, sir 

Mr. Morris. Would you tell us about that? 

Mr. BALAMuTH. When I was at the Technical Research Laboratories, I be- 
lieve some time in 1943, a long-distance telephone call came from Chicago ask- 
ing for my name, and Mr. Burrows, I think, received the call initially. 

Mr. Morris. Who was the ¢all from? 

Mr. BALAMUTH. Well, it was from the University of Chicago. I don’t remember 
the name of the individual that was at the other end of the phone, if that is what 
you mean. , 

Mr. Morris. Yes, that is what I did mean 

Mr. BArAMUTH. I don’t remember the name of the individual but I believe 
he was a person responsible for obtaining personnel, that is, to fulfill various 
requirements in the project. 

Mr. Morris. He had your name? The name was not suggested by Burrows? 

Mr. BALAMUTH. No; they asked specifically for Dr. Lewis Balamuth, and, 
knowing of the Rapp-Coudert situation, when he was told that this had to 
deal with a confidential matter—he wasn’t told anything more than that over 
the telephone. I didn’t hear the conversation, but I am relating what he re- 
ported of the conversation. He then asked “Do you mean Dr. Lewis Balamuth?” 
He was rather pointing the emphasis that he seemed rather surprised that if 
this were confidential work, with © person who had the kind of background 
I had in the Rapp-Coudert hearings 

Mr. Morris. May I labor this point? You had been named in public testimony 
that was quite widely known to anyone reading the New York newspapers? 

Mr. BALAMUTH. It was published widely in the newspapers. 

Mr. McManus. When you say “he” to whom are you referring? 

Mr. Morris. Burrows was rather pointed about it? 


' 
} 
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Mr. BALamMuTH. Burrows was president of the Technical Research Labora- 
tories. They wanted to know whether he would be willing to release me for 
some confidential work of a scientific nature. 

Then he said “Yes,” and I went to Chicago. The details are a little hazy 
in my mind as to just what happened when I got there. I went to a room and 
there were people around but the next thing I knew I was taken in to Dr. Franck. 

The purpose of that is to show that apparently it was well known 
that Dr. Balamuth had been identified publicly as a Communist, and 
still he was requested to join this project. 

May this testimony go into the public record ? 

The Caiman. It may. That is from our executive testimony of 
yesterday. ‘The doctor appeared before us. He was very cooperative 
and we commended him for his cooperation. It may go into the 
record. 

Mr. Morrts. Pursuant to our procedure, this will go into the public 
record, and anyone may read it. It will be available at any time after 
10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

The CuarrMan. That is correct. 

Mr. Morris. In fairness to the witness, Dr. Balamuth, our record 
had contained evidence, Mr. Chairman, that Dr. Balamuth had been a 
member of the Communist Party and had worked on the Manhattan 
project. 

After hearing the testimony yesterday, the two Senators who were 
present at the hearing were quite convinced that Dr. Balamuth had 
told the whole story of his participation in the Communist organiza- 
tion, and he was commended therefor by the committee. 

The Cuarrman. I do not know whether the record shows this or 
not, but we should state that, because of his cooperation with the com- 
mittee, and because of his heart condition, he was excused from a pub- 
lic appearance before this committee. 

(The testimony of Lewis Balamuth taken in executive session May 
12, 1953, follows :) 

Mr. Morris. Let the record show that Mr. Balamuth has been sworn. 
We had a recess in which several of the problems surrounding his 
testimony were discussed and we are now back on the record and the 
witness is still sworn. 

Would you tell us the circumstances of your joining the Communist 
Party, Dr. Balamuth ? 

Mr. Batamurn. Well, I was recruited into the Communist Party 
by Morris Schappes. This took place as a result initially of having 
been invited by, I believe, Mr. Schappes; I don’t remember. 

Senator Eastnanp. By whom? 

Mr. Morris. Morris Schappes, S-c-h-a-p-p-e-s. He denied certain 
things about his Communist membership before the Rapp-Coudert 
committee in New York, was indicted and tried for perjury. He is 
now a Communist official, and is quite open about his Communist 
associations. 

Mr. Batamuti. There was a club called the Penn and Hammer 
Club that met somewhere in the Chelsea area. I don’t remember the 
exact streets, and this club had group meetings there of somewhat of 
the order of 15 to 20 people, and they discussed literature and science 
from the point of view of Marxism and from the point of view of 
dialectical materialism. It was in the nature of an intellectual dis- 
cussion group. I attended 2 or 3 of the meetings of this group, and, 
to my best recollection, shortly thereafter Mr. Schappes invited me 
to join the Communist Party. 
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Mr. Morris. And did you join the Communist Party ¢ 

Mr. Batamurn. I did join the Communist Party. 

Mr. Morris. Were you assigned a Communist Party name? 

Mr. Batamutn. Yes; I was. 

Mr. Morris. Was that “Weston’’? 

Mr. Batamutn. Correct. That was Weston. 

Mr. Morris. Was that Lewis Weston ? 

Mr. Batamutu. I believe that was John Weston. 

Mr. Manpev. What was the idea of assigning another name to you? 

Mr. Batamurn. The idea of assigning another name was an attempt 
to remain anonymous in order to gain some protection from possible 
dismissal as the result of being a Communist, at the City College. 

Mr. Morris. What was your status in the faculty at that time? 

Mr. Batamurn. I believe that I was an instructor. I was first a 
fellow, then a tutor, and then an instructor. 

Mr. McManus. What was the year? 

Mr. Batamutn. 1936, to my best knowledg 

Mr. Morris. Were you assigned to a unit or to a cell? 

Mr. Batamurn. To the Communist Party unit. 

Mr. Morris. How many people were in that unit? 

Mr. Batamutrnu. Somewhere between 30 and 40, I would say. 

Mr. Morris. Now, do you remember when William Canning testified 
publicly in New Y ork to the ide ntity of the people in the Communist 
unit ? 

Mr. Batamurnu. I do so remember. 

Mr. Morris. Do you remember reading the list of people that he 
mentioned at that time? 

Mr. Batamutn. Do I remember reading it then ? 

Mr. Morris. At that time; yes. You must have read it. 

Mr. Batamutnu. Yes; I am sure I did read the list. 

Mr. Morris. And did his story as he testified at that time square with 
your understanding of what was the makeup of the unit at that time? 

Mr. Batamutu. I would say that his story was substantially a true 
story. 

Mr. Morris. And he mentioned, among other people in that unit, 
your identity, as I recall it. 

Mr. Baramurn. Correct, he did. 

Mr. Morris. He gave your name as Comrade Weston ? 

Mr. Batamurn. I guess he did. 

Mr. Morris. Now, did you have any experience with any other units, 
any liaison or any exchange meeting with the units of any other 
universities, other than City College? 

Mr. Batamuru. No, sir; I did not. 

* * - * * * * 


Mr. Morris. What was the relation between the Young Communist 
League and this unit that vou have been describing ? 

Mr. Batamurn. Well, for a time there was what you might call a 
contact or liaison man. I don’t recall whether it was 1 or more than 
1 member of the Communist Party unit who was a member of the 
faculty who was assigned to meet with a representative of the Young 
Communist League to discuss student problems and so on. 

* * * * * * . 


Mr. Morris. Now, how long did you stay in this unit, Dr. Balamuth ? 
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Mr. Batamuru. Up until the time that I resigned from City College, 
which was in the latter part of 1941. 

Mr. Morris. I see. Why did you resign? 

Mr. Batamutrn. Why did I resign from City College ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. . 

Mr. Batamurn. I resigned from City College because I felt that I 
would be dismissed, and I had been offered an opportunity to go into 
business, to a research business, and rather than to persevere in the 
publicity and so on which was taking place at that time, I decided that 
it was a wiser course for me to resign my 15-year post at the college, 
and to try my hand at industrial research. 

Mr. Morris. What offer did you receive, Dr. Balamuth ? 

Mr. Batamutu. I met a member of the Ellis-Foster Corp., which is 
how we came to use the Ellis Laboratories. His desire was to get a 
group of scientists who would do fundamental research work which 
would presumably bear fruit over a period of years, which would help 
to buttress the patent position of the E llis-Foster Corp. And there 
were three of us involved in that. 

Mr. Morris. Who was involved in that ? 

Mr. Batamutu. There was Morris U. Cohen. I am talking about 
the technical personnel. 

Mr. Morris. Was Morris U. Cohen a member of the Communist 
Party ? 

Mr. Batamourn. Yes; he was. 

Mr. Morris. Had he been in the City College unit? 

Mr. Batamutu. Yes, he was. 

Senator EastLanp. What was the name of the other witness? 

Mr. Morris. Iven Hurlinger. Dr. Balamuth testified that it was his 
recollection that he recruited him into the unit. 

Mr. Batamurn. The third person was also a member of the unit, 
Joe Steigman. I am talking about the Communist Party unit at City 
College. 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Batamurn. And the three individuals who were the particular 
people involved in this venture, called the Technical Research Labora- 
tories, were Joe Steigman, Morris U. Cohen, and myself, and the prin- 
cipals of the corporation were Mr. Burrows and Mr. Arnold Robinson, 
both of whom are patent attorneys. Mr. Burrows, is, I believe, a vice 
president of the Ellis-Foster Corp. 

Mr. Morris. To your knowledge were either of those two gentlemen 
Communists? 

Mr. Paramutru. No; I am quite sure that they were not. 

Mr. Morris. Will you spell “Burrows”? 

Mr. Batamutu. B-u-r-r-0-w-s. 

Mr. Hurwirz. May I interpolate? 

Senator Easrianp. Yes. 

Mr. Hourwrrz. I think you ought to clarify that. 

Mr. Morris. He has testified that they were not members of the 
Communist Party. 

Mr. Batamurn. As I indicated, their interest was primarily a busi- 
ness interest. They felt that here was a good business investment. 

Senator Easttanp. Whois Burrows? What are his initials? 

Mr. Batamutu. William D. 


24259—53—pt. 10———2 
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Senator EasrLtanp. Who was the other principal ¢ 

Mr. Baramurn. Arnold Robinson. He is an English patent attor- 
ney. I believe he is not a citizen of the U.S. A. 

Mr. Morris. Dr. Balamuth, how is it that the three of you members 
of the Communist Party were able to become attached to their staff? 

Mr. Banamurn. Well, it was Mr. Burrows who came around. I 
don’t know, but he came around to the School for Democr: cy duri ing 
the summer, I guess it was, during the summer of 1941, and it was his 
idea that some of these scientists who had been either dismissed or had 
resioned from the ¢ "ity College were competen t scientists. 

Mir. Morris. Even though they may have been Communists ? 

Mr. Banamuru. Even though they may have been Communists. 

Senator Easrtanp. Did Burrows know that you were a Com- 
munist ¢ 

Mr. Baramurn. He did not. He knew of the Rapp-Coudert inves- 
tigation and he knew of the conditions of my resignation. 

Mr. Morris. Had you denied to him that you were a Communist ? 

Mr. Bautamutrn. He did not ask me. 

Mr. Morris. But he must have known that the School for Democracy 
was a Communist school / 

Mr. Batamurn. Well, I don’t know what his ine of the School 
for Democracy was. The School for Democracy was organized pri- 
marily by teachers who had either been dis cioak * had resigned, 
who were members of the Communist P arty, and it had its headquar- 
ters, I believe on 44th Street. 

Mr. Morris. Bella Dodd has testified, Mr. Chairman, that she was 
one ot I he peop le W ho orga nized the Ss ‘hool for Democracy, and it was 
organized for the purpose of taking care of those Communist Party 
membe rs who had been dismissed from the schools as a result of the 
Rapp-Coudert investigation. 

Mr. Batamurn. That is correct. 

Mr. Morris. But at any rate it is your testimony that vou know of 
ne connections between either of the two organizers, Burrows or 
Robinson 7 

Mr. Bavramurn. I would like that to be quite clear in the record. 

Mr. Burrows and Mr. Robinson are primarily businessmen, and pat- 
ent attorneys, and I am as certain as I can be, and to whatever extent 
I can judge human individuals, they are not and were not Communists. 
They did not seem to be interested at all in communism. They were 
interes ted in getting competent individuals to do certain work for 
essentially the Ellis-Foster Co. The way in which this company was 
nae was that the Ellis-Foster Co. paid a retainer which per- 
mitted the Technical Research Laboratories to work, and in return the 
Ellis-Foster Co. retained royalties. 

Senator Easritanp. Now, the cell you belong to was composed of 
professors, instructors, at City College, was it not ? 

Mr. Batamurn. And —- the people who worked in the library and 
ime registrar’s office, and it included people who were employed by 

City College. 

Senator Easrianp, Was that the only cell there at the college? Was 
there just one cel] ? 

Mr. Baramurnu. Well. it was a Communist Party unit. During 
one period the Communis ot Party unit operated in cells and during 
another period it operated as a unit, as a whole. 
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Senator Easritanp. Was that the only unit at the college ? 

Mr. Batamurnu. To my knowledge; yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. There were no students in it ? 

Mr. Banamurnu. Correct; yes, sir. 

Senator EastLanp. How many employees had the college? 

Batamuru. Well, I am sure that my estimate will be a very 
inaccurate one. I would say somewhere around 800. 

Senator Easrianp. And it had about 40 who were party members? 

Mr. Batamurn. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Now, you published a publication, The Teacher- 
Worker, did you not? 

Mr. Batamuru. That is right. 

Mr. Morris. And you were the editor of that publication ? 

Mr. Baramurnu. For a time I was. 

Mr. Morris. How was that printed? How did you operate that? 
You and this unit published a publication ? 

Mr. Banamutn. I can explain. What happened was that the vari- 
ous members of the Communist Party unit were rather serialized or 
asked to write articles for this publication. 

Mr. Manvev. Did they write under pseudonyms? 

Mr. Batamutn. That is right. They either wrote under pseu- 
donyms or under no name at all. I don’t recall that names were used 
in the publication. I believe that it was published on a completely 
anonymous basis. 

Mr. McManus. Was it printed or mimeographed ? 

Mr. Batamurn. Shall I proceed on this question ? 

Mr. Morris. Go ahead and say how it was done. 

Mr. Bau rey a A committee was rather pressed into service, I 
should say, by the Communist Party unit, and people were convinced 
or tried to be convinced that they should devote this extra time and 
effort to get out this publication and, as I say, for a period, I was the 
editor and had a committee consisting of Lester Winter, Iven Hur- 
linger, and I believe Hilliard Wolfson was on that committee, and 
William Canning. That wasa fluid thing. That is to say, you didn’t 
always get the committee together. Everybody didn’t always show up 
and it was a rather difficult piece of business. 

These articles would come in either written out in pencil or typed, 
or one way or another, and it was the job of the committee to lay it 
out as a publication and set it up, and then it was printed. 

Mr. Mannew. How was it distributed ? 

Mr. Banamurn. It was distributed through the mails and the mail- 
ing list was gotten from the regular fac ulty list that is published by 
City College. That is, there is a list which contains all of the names 
of the members of the staff, and that was used as a mailing list for 
this publication. 

Mr. Manpew. Did it at times, to your recollection, attack some of 
the officials of the college, and criticize them ? 

Mr. Batamutu. Yes. As I recall, it attacked President Robinson 
quite vigorously, and I am sure that it had articles that were critical 
of various members of the faculty that the Communist Party wished 
to attack. 

Mr. Mannvev. Would you say that the effect of this organ of the Com- 
munist Party was to undermine the authority of the college with the 
teachers? 
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Mr. Batamurtn. Well, it didn’t seem to have that effect. Actually, 
the publication was not very well received by the faculty and a good 
many of them, when they would receive it in their mailbox, would 
merely recognize the way in which it came and the envelope, and 
would merely just throw it into a trash basket. So what its actual in- 
fluence was is a matter of guesswork. I don’t know. 

Mr. Morris. You were telling about the Ellis Corp., and three of 
you, Morris U. Cohen and Dr. Steigman ? 

Mr. Baramurn. Now, the Ellis-Foster Corp. had nothing directly 
to do with the Technical Research Laboratories. I hope I have made 
that clear. Technical Research Laboratories was the organization 
formed on the inititive of Arnold Robinson and William D. Burrows, 
to undertake a fundamental research program. 

Mr. Morris. How many research workers were there ? 

Mr. Baramurn. Initially there were just the three of us; that is, 
Steigman, Cohen, and myself. Shortly thereafter Hurlinger’ was em- 
ployed, and there was for a time a Lloyd Motz, who was employed. 

Mr. Manpet. How do you spell his name ? 

Mr. Batamutrn. M-o-t-z. 

Mr. Morris. Why was it always a Communist Party member who 
would come into this group? You fellows would bring him in? Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Batamutu. That is correct. As I explained earlier in my testi- 
mony, my sympathies at the time I resigned from the college had not 
basically changed at that point, and I saw this as an opportunity for 
providing employment for people whom I felt I should bap. 

Mr. Manvew. Did this firm do any work for the Army, Navy, or 
Air Force? 

Mr. Baramutn. Well, the firm was organized just prior to Pearl 
Harbor, and shortly thereafter the program of the Technical Research 
Laboratories changed, because it went to work for the Navy Depart- 
ment. We got a contract from the Navy to develop low-reflectant 
coatings for optics. It was a very serious problem at that time be- 
cause the Germans and the Japanese had coated optics and we didn’t 
have a sufficient number of coated optics, so that tanks and planes were 
able to see our boys before we could see them. And we were involved 
in developing a coating that could be used successfully. It was a re- 
search and development contract. 

Senator EastLanp. Were you ever contacted by anybody to give in- 
formation to the Soviets during the war ? 

Mr. Batamurtu. No, sir; I was not. 

Senator Easrtanp. You never gave any information ? 

Mr. Batamutn. I did not, sir. Well, I do want it to be clear as 
to this organization ; that is, the Technical Research Laboratories was 
not a political thing in any sense. It was a pure and simple business 
venture, and it was my hope that it would be successful. Having been 
a rather sheltered individual, living at the college as a college pro- 
fessor, as a college teacher, for over a period of 15 years, I had very 
little contact with the business world and I looked forward to it as an 
opportunity to prove whether or not my talents as a physicist could 
bear fruit in a business way. 

Mr. Morris. You had this Navy contract on coated optics? 

Mr. Batamutn. Correct. 

Mr. Morris. What other defense contracts did you have? 
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Mr. Batamutn. That was the only contract, and that contract was 
suddenly terminated after a period of—I don’t know—about a year, 
something like that, and I never did find out why. 

Mr. Morris. Now, you stayed on with the Technical Research 
Laboratories ? 

Mr. Batamurn. Well, the termination of that contract in effect 
rather swamped and sunk the Technical Research Laboratory venture. 

Mr. Morris. Then you left the organization ? 

Mr. Batamutu. Well, what h: appened was that a company bought 
out the Technical Research Laboratory interests and Joe Steigman 
and Cohen and myself went along with that deal as research directors. 

Mr. Morris. What was the name of this other company ¢ 

Mr. BaLtamutru. Gussack Machine Products Co., a firm, a corpora- 
tion, I believe, or a partnership. I am not sure which. It was on 
Long Island City. 

Mr. Manpew. Did that have defense contracts of any kind? 

Mr. Batamutu. Gussack Machine Products Co.; yes. The Gussack 
Machine Products Co. was exclusively working on war work. They 
were working for the Air Force and for the Army. 

Mr. Morris. Meanwhile, did you and Hurlinger, Steigman, Cohen 
and Motz keep up your Communist associations? That is, did you 
meet together as Communists? 

Mr. BaLamurn. Well, actually, we did not, as I have indicated 
before, after I resigned from the college 1 don’t know how many 
meetings I went to, but there was an attempt to keep the teachers, so 
to speak, together, in some kind of an amorphous way. There was an 
attempt to have meetings similar to the unit meetings that were held 
at City College. I went to some of those—I don’t recall for just how 
long a period of time, but it very rapidly dwindled to zero. That is, 
I became completely inactive. 

Mr. Morris. What was the relationship between you, Steigman and 
Hurlinger and Motz? 

Mr. BatAmMutnu. In what respect, sir? 

Mr. Morris. Well, 1 mean you knew that the others, for instance, 
were Communists ? 

Mr. Batamutu. That is right. 

Mr. Morris. Now, did you indicate to them your growing disaffec- 
tion with the party, or did any of those indicate disaffection, or did 
you meet and not comment much about that? 

Mr. BaLtamutu. No; we just didn’t talk very much about it: I think 
that Motz, for example, was quite—well, was losing interest, I should 
say, in the Communist Party, and he and I were rather good friends. 
We didn’t have any discussion about it. As a matter of fact, he was 
associated with us for only a matter of about a month at Technical 
Research Laboratories, and I don’t recall whether he was associated 
with us prior to or subsequent to the granting of that contract. But 
the relationship worked out unsuccessfully. There was friction be- 
tween Motz and Cohen and Steigman. They felt he was not of their 
kind of competence for the kind of work being done, and subsequently 
I went along with them and we just broke up; that is, Motz left the 
Technical Research Laboratories. 

Mr. Morris. Did you have an invitation to join the Manhattan 
project ? 

Mr. Batamurn. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Morris. Would vou tell us about that ? 

Mr. Bauamutu. When I was at the Technical Research Labora- 
tori rt believe some time in 1943. a long distance telephone eall came 
| 


from C hicago asking for my name, and Mr. Burrows, I think, received 


the ca nitialiv. 

Mr ‘WMiomchie Who was the call from ? 

Mr. BaLamutr. Well, it was from the University of Chicago. I 
don’t remember the une « the individ | that was at the other end 
of the phone, if that what you an 

Mr. Morris. Yes: that is wv tI did me 

Mr. Baramutrn. I don’t remeni! ame of the individual, 

I believe he was a person respons! ‘ble as ditniasin g per saat: he Z 
to fullfill ir ae eae i the » project. 

Mr. Morais. “He had your name? The name was not suggested by 
Burrow 


Mr. Batamuti. No: they asked specifically for Dr. Lewis Bala- 
muth, and, knowing of the Rapp-Coudert situation, when he was told 
that this had to deal with a confidential matter—he wasn’t told any- 
thing more than that over the telephone. I didn’t hear the conversa- 
on, but | am relating what he reported of the conversation—he then 
ked, “Do you mean Dr. Lewis Balamuth?” He was rather pointing 
the emp! asis that he seemed rather surp rised that if this were con- 
fidential work with a person who had the kind of background I had 
mn re Ra ipp-Coudert hearings. 

Mr. Morris. May I labor this point? You had been named in pub- 
lic testimony that was quite widely known to anyone reading the New 
York newspapers ? 

Mr. Baramurn. It was published widely in the newspapers. 

Mr. McManus. When you say “he” to whom are you referring? 

Mr. Morrts. Burrows was rather pointed about it ¢ 

Mr. Batamuru. Burrows was president of the Technical Research 
Laboratories. They wanted to know whether he would be willing to 
release me for some confidential work of a scientific nature. 

Then he said “Yes,” and I went to ¢ ‘hicago. The details are a little 
hazy in my mind as to just what happened when I got there. I went 
to a room and there were people around, but the next thing I knew 
I was taken in to Dr. Franck. 

Mr. Morris. Will you give his full name, please ? 

Mr. Batamutn. I don’t remember his first name. He is rather 
noted in physics. He is a rather noted physicist, very well known to 
«ll physicists in the United States; I am sure. 

Senator Easttanp. He is an American ? 

Mr. BatamutH. American citizen ? 

Senator EastLanp. Yes. 

Mr. Batamutru. I don’t know, sir. 

Senator Easttanp. Does he reside in this country now ? 

Mr. Baramurn. I don’t know. I believe he does. I know nothing 
of his present whereabouts. It was my impression that he is still asso- 
ciated with the Atomic Energy Commission or the atomic-energy 
project in some way. 

Mr. McManus. May I get back to the phone-call business a mo- 
ment? When Mr. Burrows expressed surprise, was there any reaction 
at the other end of the wire? Did they say, “That is all right 2” 
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Mr. Batamurn. I believe the comment from the other end of the 
wire was that the man said, “Yes: we know that it is Dr. Lewis Bala- 
muuth that we want to speak to and that we want to have here.” 


He said. “it vou need to have him thet ; he w; is Vi illing to releas 
me to go there for whatever the nature of the work was. Naturally, 
Mr Burroy s did not know the character of the work involved. 

[ shook hands with Dr. Franck and he greeted me. We sort of 
chit- atted, and I was put into apne room in an office and I sat 





Fp with a gentleman whose name escapes me, but whom I knew to 
! 


be a physicist, and we kind of iabbered about physics, and he was 
quite excited, felt that very important things were brewing and it was 
very clear that it was a very important project. 

Mr. Morris. You say you cannot remember this man’s name now ? 

Mr. Batamourn. I can’t remember his name. 

Mr. Morris. Do you know whether or not he was a Communist ‘ 

Mr. Batamutn. I have no knowledge of that. I don’t believe that 
he was. I have had no association whatsoever with him. I know 
of no relationship in which I have seen him, or any way that would 
relate him to being a Communist. He was just enthusiastic, rather 
pleased to see me there, because he knew of my work, as a physicist, 
and he said that he would say nothing to me except that “we have got 
something very exciting here, and if this war is not going our way in 
2 years, I think this project will be able to end it.” That was all he 
told me. 

Then they told me what they wanted me todo. That is, what they 
were interested in having me to do was to use a method which I had 
developed for my doctorate dissertation at Columbia University for 
measuring the elastic properties of materials, using ultrasonics. They 
wanted me to apply this on to the study of the properties of 
graphite, the way I gathered it, and I indic: ited to Dr. Franck that I 
had not been in that partic ‘ular fhe ld for some time, and asked him why 
I had been called in on it. 

The reason apparently was that there were very few people in 
this country, and I was the only one they knew who was available, 
who knew about these techniques, and they were interested in having 
me apply these techniques for their purposes, whatever they were. 

My suggestion was that there was a man, Dr. Siegel, at Westing- 
house Laboratories, who had been a student of Professor Quimby, and 
I had been a student at the same time with Dr. Siegel at Columbia 
University when we were getting our doctor: fe degree, and Dr. Siegel 
not only had taken a position at Westinghouse Research Laboratories, 
but had also taken a position carrying on this particular type of work 
so that he had developed a unit there which could be used for making 
these measurements. And on the chance that they were unaware at 
this project that this was actually the case, I mentioned it to Dr. 
Franck and he suggested that I go to Pittsburgh and see Dr. Siegel 
and get the plans for this unit, which I felt would greatly expedite 
this thing, and, as I recall, to my best recollection, I said, “Well, why 
can’t you get Dr. Siegel for it?” 

Well, in any case, I went to Pittsburgh. I met Dr. Siegel and he 
gave me the drawings for this electronic device which was essentially 
the device that I had developed initially but it had been streamlined 
as a result of further use. 
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Just as happens when you go from research to development, you 
start with something that we call a breadboard in physics, and here 
it became a more streamlined piece of equipment. 

I then left Pittsburgh and came back to New York, and that was the 
end of my association with this project. 

Senator Eastianp. Is Dr. Siegel a Communist ? 

Mr. Batamurn. I am sure that he is not. 

Senator Easrnuanp. Is he a Marxist? 

Mr. Batamurn. A Marxist? I am quite sure he is not. 

He never indicated any interest in communism, and I never dis- 
cussed communism with him. 

Senator Easrtanp. Was he employed then by the Manhattan proj- 
ect ¢ 

Mr. Batamurnu. I do not know what happened subsequently. Of 
course, Whatever happened after I left there was under complete 
security regulations, and I knew nothing whatsoever about it. 

The CHairman. Did you take this streamlined mechanism back 
to the Manhattan project? 

Mr. Batamurn. No; the mechanism was left there. 

The Cuarrman. Did you send the plans in for the Manhattan proj- 
ect? You speak of going to Pittsburgh and going on to New York. 

Mr. Baramurn. There is a gap in my memory of how I communi- 
cated back to them or how it was. I never heard from them. I 
was sent there, I believe, to do that kind of job and I gave Manhattan 
project that information. I don’t know whether I called them by 
phone or told Dr. Siegel to communicate with them. My memory is 
vague on that point, but I should also like to say for the record that 
not a soul, including my wife, knew that I had even been in Chicago, 
and that I had had any association whatever; even though as you can 

see, this association with Manhattan project was a very tenuous one. 
I abided stric ‘tly by the requirements of security which were involved. 

Mr. Morris. Were you subsequently asked to lecture at the Jeffer- 
son School? You were, were you not? 

Mr. Batamutn. That is correct. 

Mr. Morris. And I think that the Jefferson School represented that 
you had been working on the atomic project, did it not ? 

Mr. BaLramurn. I guess it did. I don’t know what publicity the 
Jefferson School put out. 

Mr. Morris. What were the circumstances leading up to that epi- 
sode? 

Mr. Batamortn. I think it was shortly after the Smythe report was 
released and there was general public interest in this new atomic en- 
ergy development in fission of uranium. I was invited to give a course 
of lectures at the Jefferson Sc pene on atomic energy, and I suecumbed 
to that invitation, I would say, chiefly because I was a little bit hungry 
about teaching. I had been teaching for about 15 years, and I guess 
this must have been about 1945 and—well, I relished the idea of going 
back to a classroom and lecturing to the students. 

Mr. Morris. Well, Mr. Balamuth, I read to you from the Daily 
Worker of November 27,1945. There is a mention here of the Science 
Note Book by Peter Stone. Do you know who Peter Stone was? 

Mr. Batamurn. No, sir; I do not. 
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Mr. Morris. There is an account here, or a discussion of the Jeffer- 
son School: 

The last speaker, Prof. Lewis Balamuth, recently employed on the Man- 
hattan project of the atom bomb program, spoke of atomic power literature. He 
recommended the pocketbook called the Atomic Age Opens and Professor 
Smythe’s report on atomic energy. He pointed out that unleashing the atomic 
power did not create a diplomatic crisis, but to keep the know-how on atomic 
bombs a secret would only cause an international atomic armaments race. 

It would appear from that, then, that the Daily Worker knew your 
connection with the atomic-bomb project. 

Mr. Batamuru. Yes, sir; it certainly would, 

Mr. Morris. Do ae know how the »y knew that? 

Mr. Batamurn. I don’t know. After I received a telegram from 
Washington saying that I was free to make it known that I had been 
associated with the Manhattan project, I told several of my friends 
I had been. Whether this got around, I don’t know. 

I was also further enjoined in that telegram from stating in any 
way whatsoever what the nature of my association with the project 
was without first getting clearance from some specific office here in 
Washington. 

Mr. Morris. At this time, were you still friendly with the Commu- 
nists? You were, apparently, from this fact that you lectured there? 

Mr. Baramutru. Well, that is a rather difficult question to answer. 

Mr. Morris. Will you answer fully ? 

Mr. Batamurnu. I will answer it as fully as I can. I was clearly 
still influenced by, let’s say, Marxist thoughts or Marxist thinking. 
That is this materialist conception which goes with Marxism, and I 
had not completely altered my philosophical conceptions and ideas of 
morality and truth. I hadn’t completely clarified my position to my- 
self, but I had long before that time become completely inactive, so 
far as the Communist Party is concerned. That is the best answer 
that I can give in terms of how I can remember myself at that time. 
It is difficult to recall completely just how you felt at every stage, 
when you have gone through a transition. 

Mr. Morris. Will you state for us the subsequent disillusionment on 
your part in the Communist ideology ? 

Mr. Batamuru. Well, I don’t know when these lectures were given, 
but I gather—may I ask a question? Was that around 1945? 

Mr. Morris. That was November 1945. 

Mr. Baramurn. November 1945, It was before that time that I had 
suffered this coronary heart attack which was suffered, incidentally, 
at the time when Joseph Steigman left the Gussack Machine Products 
Co. He left as a result of a rather bitter quarrel as between Morris 
Cohen and himself, and they didn’t see eye to eye. 

So he resigned, and went with some other company. He did not go 
into teaching at that time. I, asa result of this attack, got into a very 
particularly strong anxiety state and I was able to do very little 
beyond the work that I did, and, as I say, I took this one thing to do, 
giving these lectures, which I felt was more of a relaxation than any- 
thing else, to get back into teaching. In the course of development of 
this anxiety state, my physician recommended that I consult a psychi- 
atrist. I don’t remember when that started exactly, but I consulted 
a psychiatrist over a period of 6 years, continuous ly, and had a course 
of psychoanalysis, and during this course of psychoanalysis, and dur- 
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ing this period when I was not only inactive in any sense with respect 
to Communist activities, but I was inactive in every sense, in that 
I would work and spend as much of my time in bed as I could, that 
was the nature of the anxiety. I did a lot of thinking about things 
that were going around and gradually came to see that here I was 
dealing with something which had misled me, that I ‘had always felt 
strongly opposed to authoritarianism, and here I could see more and 
more clearly that here I had been linked up with and associated with 
a unit at a college which in turn was part of an organization which in 
reality was an authoritarian organization. 

Also, in looking back over the years I could see that a good deal of 
my value as a scholar and as a physicist had been destroyed because 
of the commitments and the demands of the activities in the Com- 
munist Party unit. I had very little time to devote to the things 
which I thought were really important, and that was a matter of 
considerable debate, incidentally, in the Communist Party unit, at 
City College. That was a constant complaint made by scholars, that 
wanted to do more research, and so on, and instead a lot of these 
things like the Teacher-Worker and discussions of contemporary 
problems of the day, doing organizing work in the teachers’ union. 

Mr. Manvet. Were you asked to attend demonstrations of any kind 
that also took you away from your work? 

Mr. Batamourn. Yes. 

Mr. Manover. Of what kind? 

Mr. Batamourtnu. It was strongly urged upon us at Communist 
Party unit meetings, that demonstrations be attended. I don’t re- 
member specifically. 

I recall rather vaguely a demonstration that took place on West 
Street on the occasion, I believe, of the docking of some Italian liner 
that had some Fascists abroad, and there was to be a demonstration 
against the permitting of these people to land, or something of that 
sort. 

As I say, it is vague, but I remember going to this thing and having 
quite a nervous reaction to it. It was quite an unusual sort of an 
experience, with all these people milling around, and somehow or 
other a lot of placards were put up and there were a number of police 
around, and it was a rather harrowing type of experience. 

Mr. McManvs. In other words, the presence of Communists in the 
faculty, outside of the political aspects, had a deteriorating effect on 
general scholarship. Is that right? 

Mr. Batamutu. I would say so. That is to say, the activity of the 
Communist Party unit certainly did not permit the members of that 
unit to devote themselves adequately to their work as scholars. Well, 
this was another one of the reasons. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Batamurnu. I was robbed of time that I could otherwise have 
devoted to research. 

What I actually did was attempt to do all of these things, and I 
think this was one of the things which led to a rather bad physical 
condition on my own part and may have been one of the contributing 
factors in the subsequent heart attack which I suffered. 

Senator Easttanp. In what year did you have that attack? 

Mr. Batamurn. As I remember, I was aged 38, so that would place 
it, I think, in 1944. 
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Senator Easttanp. That was after you went to the Manhattan 
rape. 

Mr. Batamutnu. Correct, sir, that is right. It was while I was at 
the Gussack Machine Products Co. 

Mr. Morris. When did you last see a member of the Communist 
Party, a member whom you had known to be a member of the Com- 
munist Party ? 

Mr. BaLamutu. I would say like Motz, whom I saw recently. 

Mr. Morris. Prior to that? 

Mr. Batamutn. You see, I haven’t associated with and I haven’t 
seen these teachers. I don’t know what has happened to them. They 
are scattered around, and so on. 

Mr. Morris. You understand my question? It is a rather difficult 
one because, since you have not been a Communist recently, you cannot 
know authoritatively whether someone is a Communist. 

When did you last see someone whom you had known to have been 
a Communist ? 

Mr. Batamutn. I answered the question; Lloyd Motz. 

Mr. Morris. Other than that? 

* * * * * * * 


Mr. Batamutu. Your question, as I understand it, is: Can a Com- 
munist be a good teacher? I think that many Communists are com- 
petent people, smart people, shall Isay. There are undoubtedly many 
of them who are as mystified and as misled as I was. I think that in- 
sofar as a Communist teacher attempts to drag in by the tail and in- 
ject Marxist thoughts and philosophy into his teaching that he will 
deviate from being a good teacher. I haven’t given you really a di- 
rect answer yet, because I am thinking of it. 

The Cuarrman. You testified here that you thought Communist 
activities interfered with your work, that you would have been a better 
physicist had you not been a member of the Communist Party, as you 
reflected over your life. They had you marching to meet some Italian 
ship. If they could direct your life and tell you what to do, suppose 
they told you as a teacher to inject the Marxist philosophy into your 
classroom. Asa good Communist, you would have had to do that ? 

Mr. BatamutH. You would have had to try to do that. 

The Cuarrman. So again I ask you the question: Can an outright 
Communist be a free teacher ? 

Mr. Batamutn. No. 

Senator Easrianp. If he is subject to discipline, he cannot ? 

Mr. Batamurtn. If he is subject to discipline of the Communist 
Party, he can’t be a good teacher. 

The Cuarrman. Is that what you are driving at? 

Mr. Morris. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Manpewt. Did the Communist cell at City College try to re- 
cruit other teachers into the Communist Party, and if so, how did 
they do that ? 

Mr. Batamutu. Yes. They had a campaign trying to recruit peo- 
ple into the Communist Party unit. 

The Cuarrman. Do you mean other professors ? 

Mr. Batamutnu. That is right. Professors and instructors. 

The Cuarrman. How about students? 

Senator Eastianp. That was the Young Communist League ? 
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Mr. Batamuru. That is right,sir. There was a Young Communist 
League, and I don’t recall any activities on the part of the Com- 
munist teachers at the college trying to recruit students, say, into the 
Young Communist League. There may have been such activity, but 
I was not aware of it. 

Mr. Manpvet. You mentioned something about social activities ar- 
ranged by the cell at City College for recruiting purposes. 

Mr. LBatamuru. Yes. Each year there was a party ostensibly 
= nn by a progressive committee. It was given some name or other, 

I don’t recall. It was for the support of the Daily Worker, to get 
funds for the Daily Worker, and the various likely people on the 
staff—by “likely” I mean likely in the eye of the Communist Party 
unit people—who might become recruits in the Communist Party, 
were invited to attend such a party. Such parties were social gather- 
ings where there were refreshments. 

Mr. Manpet. Would there be a speaker from the Communist Party 
invited ? 

Mr. Batamurtu. I don’t recall such. It was primarily called to- 
gether for the purpose of raising funds, primarily a social gathering 
in which a collection of money was taken. 

Mr. McManus. The next step would be to invite you to one of the 
study groups, would it not? 

Mr. Batamutu. Yes. I guess it would be. I am just trying to 
recall now whether there were study groups that were not represented 
at Communist groups at the college, and I have just a vague recollec- 
tion that there were, but my memory is hazy on that. 

* * * * * * * 

(The examination of Iven Hurlinger is resumed.) 

Mr. Morris. Dr. Hurlinger, will you give your present occupation 
to the committee ? 

Mr. Hururncer. I would like to correct you first, please. I am not 
a doctor, I am a physicist. 

Mr. Morris. And for whom are you working now ? 

Mr. Huriincer. Physical Research Laboratories. 

Mr. Morris. Now, Mr. Chairman, we have had testimony before 
this committee from three witnesses that Dr. Iven Hurlinger has been 
a member of the Communist Party and it is about this testimony that 
we have asked Mr. Hurlinger to testify today. 

The Cuatrman. Proceed. 

Mr. Morris. From what university have you obtained your degree, 
Mr. Hurlinger? 

Mr. Huriicer. The College of the City of New York. 

Mr. Morris. In what year? 

Mr. Hurirncer. 1928. 

Mr. Morris. What degrees do you hold? What other degrees do 
you you hold? 
~ Mr. Hurwrncer. Just the bachelor of science. 

Mr. Morris. You have no postgraduate degrees ? 

Mr. Hururncer. No degrees. 

Mr. Morris. Have you been a schoolteacher? 

Mr. Hurtrncer. I have. 

Mr. Morris. Where did you teach? 

Mr. Hururnecer. I taught in the College of the City of New York, 
and in the preparatory division of that college. 
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Mr. Morris. I see. When did you teach at the College of the City 
of New York? 

Mr. Hurttnerr. To the best of my recollection, between February 
1929 and June 1941. 

Mr. Morris. Now, what subjects did you teach? 

Mr. Hurwincer. Physics course, and what we call science survey 
courses. 

Mr. Morris. How many students did you have as a general rule? 

Mr. Hururncer. Classes were usually limited to some 25 or 30 
perhaps. 

Mr. Morris. And how many classes did you have? 

Mr. Huruincer. Per semester ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Mr. Huruincer. Possibly 4 or 5 

Mr. Morris. Therefore you would have approximately 100 students 
at all times? 

Mr. Huruincer. That would be a good approximation. 

Mr. Morris. So 5 times a week, you talked to 500 people during 
the week. ? 

Mr. Hurtrincer. No, no, not quite. I can clarify that for you. 

Our schedules were about 16 hours of teaching, and some courses 
met twice a week, some met 3 and 4 and 5 times a week. I would 
say that 100 students per semester were all I had, about. 

Mr. Morris. Now, Mr. Hurlinger, were you a member of the 
Young Communist League when you were an undergraduate at 
college ? 

Mr. Hururncer. I refuse to answer, Mr. Morris, on the grounds that 
this inquiry violates my rights under the first amendment, and also on 
the basis of my privilege under the fifth amendment not to be a witness 
against myself. 

The Cuamman. This committee will recognize your refusal to 
answer under the fifth amendment, but we do not recognize your re- 
fusal to answer under the first amendment. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Hurlinger, were you a member of the Communist 
Party subsequent to your graduation from City College? 

Mr. Hurutnerr. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. Were you a member of the Communist Party while you 
were on the faculty of City College during the years that you have 
testified to? 

Mr. Huruincer. I refuse to answer, on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. Were you a member of the Communist unit at City 
College during those years? 

Mr. Hururincer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. Did you regularly meet with members of the Commu- 
nist unit of the Communist Party at City College? 

Mr. Hurwincer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. Are you today a member of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Huruincer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. Now, Mr. Hurlinger, why did you leave the faculty of 
City College? 

Mr. Hurwincer. For two reasons. My permanent—that is in 
quotes—appointment, was in the prep school and it terminated in June 
of 1941, as I recall, and my evening session job at the college, which 
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had no tenure associated with it, was withdrawn from me on the basis 
of Rapp-Coudert testimony. . Sea 

Mr. Morris. Now, were you called as a witness during that inquiry? 

Mr. Hururncer. I was. 

Mr. Morris. Were you asked whether or not you had been a mem- 
ber of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Hururncer. To the best of my recollection—and it is vague now, 
I probably was. 

Mr. Morris. Allright. Now, did you deny Communist Party mem- 
bership? I think that is a matter of record, Mr. Hurlinger. 

Mr. Hururncer. I should like to ask permission to consult my 
counsel. 

The Cuatrman. You may consult your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurutncer. To the best of my recollection, I did. 

Mr. Morris. Had you in fact been a member of the Communist 
Party when you denied before that State legislative inquiry that you 
were a member of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Hururncer. I have to consult counsel. 

The Cuarrman. You may consult your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurtrncer. I must refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

The Cuarrman. You mean that if you answered that question truth- 
fully, it might tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Huruincer. I must refuse to answer that, Mr. Jenner, on the 
same grounds. 

The Cuatrman. Well, what grounds? The fifth amendment? 
That it may tend to incriminate you, force you to give testimony 
against yourself? 

Mr. Hoururncer. It might. 

The Cuarmman. All right. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, may I submit at this point for consid- 
eration in this part of the record the testimony of Dr. Gideonse, 
who was and still is the president of the Brooklyn College, who has 
testified that it was a phenomenon of Communist teachers ‘throughout 
Brooklyn College to deny Communist Party membership when they 
felt that the official agency did not have sufficient evidence to effect 
a perjury indictment. However , subsequently, and with particularity 
before this committee, when the witnesses feel that the committee does 
have the evidence which if transmitted to the Justice Department, 
would result in a perjury indictment, under those circumstances the 
witnesses invariably invoke their privilege under the fifth amendment, 
and at this point there are three witnesses available who can testify 
that Mr. Iven Hurlinger was in fact a member of the City College 
unit of the Communist Party at the time of his testimony. 

The CuarrMan. Proceed. 

Mr. Morris. Now, have you been a teacher at the Jefferson School 
of Social Science? 

Mr. Hurtincer. I must refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. You will not tell us whether or not you have been a 


member of the faculty of the Jefferson School of Social Science in New 
York City ? 
Mr. Huruincer. I must refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 











SUBVERSIVE INFLUENCE IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 967 


Senator Wetxer. Mr. Morris, what was that last question and 
answer? May we please have it read? 

(The record was read by the reporter. ) 

Mr. Morris. Now, I have, Mr. Chairman, the Se ptember to Decem- 
ber 1945, catalog of the Jefferson School of Social Science, and listed 
on page 43 is Iven Hurlinger, “Instructor on the structure of matter. 
Bachelor of Science, City College of New York, graduate study at 
New York University and Columbia. Formerly instructor at City 
College of New York, and instructor in physics, Townsend Harris 
High School. Now in physical research in war industry.” 

Mr. Hurlinger, did you attend Townsend Harris High School ? 

Mr. Huruineer. No, I did not. 

Mr. Morris. Did you do graduate studies at New York University 
and Columbia ? 

Mr. Hururneer. I did 

Mr. Morris. Is the Iven Hurlinger mentioned in this catalog you? 

Mr. Huriincer. I must refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

The CuarMan. You mean that if you gave a truthful answer to 
that question that it would incriminate you? That it might tend to 
incriminate you? 

Mr. Hururncer. It might tend to. 

The Cuarrman. Well now, here in the catalog, under your name is 
listed “Now in physical research in war industry.’ »* Would you tell this 
committee what you did in research in war industry ? 

Mr. Huruincer. I made the point, Mr. Senator, in private session 
yesterday, that so broad is the scope of a war effort that if one devised 
a better method for sewing buttons or a better dye or a better cloth, 
or almost anything, that this would have some relation to a war effort. 

The CuarrMan. What did you do? 

Mr. Hururncer. At that time I was working, to the best of my recol- 
lection, on the perfection of a new machining device. 

The Cuarrman. A what? 

Mr. Hurirncer. A machining device, a new device for cutting 
brittle materials. 

The CuarrMan. Brittle materials. Were you doing that work under 
contract? Wasthe concern you were with doing that work under con- 
tract with the Army or Navy or Air Force? 

Mr. Huruincer. To the best of my recollection, at that time it was 
not. 

The Cmarrman. Did they do any war work? 

Mr. Hururncer. Under contract ? 

The Cuatrman. Directly for the Army, Navy, or Air Force, while 
you were doing research ¢ 

Mr. Huruincer. Yes. 

The Cuamrman. What type of work did you do? 

Mr. Huriincer. I worked at one time or another on two problems; 
one was the development of a nonreflecting coating for lenses, to im- 
prove the transmission of light through them ; and the other was the 
one I mentioned before, which the Signal Corps had shown some 
interest in. 

The Cuarrman. Did you do this coating of lenses for the Navy? 

Mr. Hurwincer. Yes. 

The Cuamman. When were you born, Mr. Hurlinger? 

Mr. Huruincer. July 26, 1906. 











968 SUBVERSIVE INFLUENCE IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 


The Cuamman. Were you in the armed services during World 
War IT? 

Mr. Huruincer. I was not. 

The Cuamman. Then apparently your work was sufficiently im- 
portant that you received some kind of a deferment for your work, 
Is that correct ? 

Mr. Hururcer. I recall it, I was deferred on physical grounds. 

The CuamrMan. Physical grounds. Your work had nothing to do 
with your status? 

Mr. Huruincer. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator WeLker. Mr. Chairman, may I have a question? 

The CHarrMan. Senator Welker. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Witness, this work that you were doing on 
the machining device, cutting of brittle material, did you ever discuss 
your work with any member of the Communist Party 

Mr. Hururncer. I must consult counsel. 

The CnamrMan. You may consult counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Huriincer. Mr. Senator, I naturally discussed these problems 
with my superior. 

Senator WeLtker. Was he a Communist ? 

Mr. Hurir “er. I didn’t quite finish. 

Senator Werxer. I asked you that question. 

Mr. Huriincer. But I would like to say first that I would like it 
clear that I never transmitted any information that I had to any un- 
authorized individual. 

Senator WeL_ker. Now, was your superior a member of the Com- 
munist Party ¢ 

Mr. Morris. What was your superior’s name? 

Mr. Huruincer. Well, there was Dr. Balamuth, who was my supe- 
rior most of the time. 

Senator We_ker. He was the man on the witness stand yesterday ? 

The Cuarrman. In executive session, yes. 

Senator Weixer. Did vou discuss your work with any member of 
the Communist Party, known to you to be a member of the Commu- 
nist Party? 

Mr. Hurticer. I have to consult counsel. 

The CuatrrMan. You may consult your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurirncer. Senator, I must refuse to answer on the same 
grounds, but I do want to make it clear that I never discussed any of 
these matters with any unauthorized people. 

Senator Werxer. It was authorized, was it, for you to discuss your 
work with a member of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Huriincer. I must consult my counsel. 

The Cuamman. You may consult your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Senator Henprickson. Mr. Chairman, while we are waiting, I won- 
der if the record may show that the junior Senator from New Jersey 
has to depart this company to attend a subcommittee on Armed 
Services ? 

The CuatrmMan. The record may so show. 

Mr. Huriincer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 
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Senator Werker. You mean that if you answered that question it 
would tend to incriminate you, as to whe ther or not you were instructed 
and authorized to discuss your secret work, your efforts there in that 
project, with members of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Huruincer. As you can see, Mr. Senator, Tam not a legal mind, 
and I have to consult. 

Senator WeLker. You havea very able lawyer right at your side. 

The Cuatrman. You may refer to your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Huriincer. These matters that we were working on were dis- 
cussed only by me with individuals whom I knew to be authorized to 
discuss them with, and among them was my superior, Dr. Balamuth. 

Senator Weiker. I asked you whether or not you knew whether or 
not you ever discussed them with members of the Communist P arty, 
whether or not it was your superior or anyone else. 

Mr. Hururncer. I must refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

Senator Weiker. Did anyone in that project tell you that it was 
perfectly permissible for you to discuss, reveal your work, to members 
of the Communist Party, or to a member of the Communist Party? 

Mr. Hurtincer. The only authorization that I was aware of was 
that I was free to discuss these matters with my superior, and no one 
else. 

Senator Weiker. Was your superior a member of the Communist 
Party? 

Mr. Huruincer. I must refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

Senator We.iker. Do you have any knowledge of whether or not he 
was a member of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Huruincer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Senator Weixer. Did you ever attend any Communist meetings 
with your superior ? 

Mr. Huruiincer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Senator Werxker. Did you belong to the same cell with your 
superior ? 

Mr. Hurutncer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

The CHamrMan. Proceed, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Hurlinger, you worked for the Technical Research 
Laboratories in Montclair, N. J., from August 1941 to April 1943; did 
you not ? 

Mr. Hururneoer. If you will accept approximate dates. 

Mr. Morris. They are the dates that you gave in executive session 
yesterday. 

Mr. Hurwineorr. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. Would you tell us the circumstances of your taking up 
that employment ? 

Mr. Hurutncorr. Well, I applied for work there and was hired. 

Mr. Morris. Was a friend of yours working there when you applied ? 

Mr. Hcrurncer. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. Who was this person ? 

Mr. Huruincoer. Dr. Balamuth. 

Senator Wetker. That is the gentleman about whom you refused 
to state whether or not you knew him to be a member of the Com- 
munist Party, on the ground that if you did answer your answer might 
tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. Hurirncer. Correct. 

4 


24259—53 











970 SUBVERSIVE INFLUENCE IN THE EDUCATIONAL PROCESS 


Mr. Morris. Senator Welker, if I did not expressly state this, I 
meant to. 

When we asked Dr. Balamuth yesterday whether or not he was a 
member of the Communist Party at the time, he acknowledged that 
he was. 

Senator Wetker. May I ask a question, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHoamman. Senator Welker. 

Senator Weikxer. Your friend, Dr. Balamuth was the head of that 
project 2 Isthat correct ? 

Mr. Hurirncer. Yes. 

Senator Wetxer. Did anyone ever ask you before you accepted 
employment there, whether or not you were a member of the Com- 
munist Party ? 

Mr. Huruincer. I don’t think so. 

Senator Weikxer. Had anyone asked you that question, what would 
your answer have been ? 

Mr. Hururncer. I will consult counsel. 

The CuHarrman. You may consult counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurirncer. I must refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

The Cuarman. Proceed, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Was there a man named Joseph Steigman, S-t-e-i-g- 
m-a-n, working for Technical Research Laboratories at that same 
time ? 

Mr. Hururncer. I think so. 

Mr. Morris. To your knowledge, was he a member of the Communist 
Party ? 

Mr. Huriincer. I must refuse to answer on the same peer 

Mr. Morris. Was there a man named Morris U. Cohen, C-o-h-e-n, 
working for Technical Research Laboratories at that time? 

Mr. Hururncer. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. To your knowledge was Morris U. Cohen a member 
of the Communist Party ? ¢ 

Mr. Hurtincer. I must refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. Was there a man named Lloyd Motz, M-o-t-z, working 
at Technical Research Laboratories at that time? 

Mr. Hururnecer. I believe not. 

Mr. Morris. Did he work there at a subsequent time? 

Mr. Huririncer. No; he worked there at an earlier time. 

Mr. Morris. At an earlier time. To your knowledge, was Lloyd 
Motz a member of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Hurvuincer. I must refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. Now, what kind of contracts did the firm handle when 
you were with the Technical Research Laboratories? Did you do 
any work for the Signal Corps? 

Mr. Hururcer. I think not. 

Mr. Morris. Would you tell us? 

Mr. Hururncer. The only one that I am aware of was a contract— 
I think—this is my best recollection now—with the Naval Research 
Laboratory. 

Mr. Morris. What was your next employment after that, Mr. 
Hurlinger ? 

Mr. Hurwttncer. I went to work for Gussack Machine Products Co. 

Mr. Morris. That was a large company; was it not? 
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Mr. Hururncer. To my way of thinking. 

Mr. Morris. It had 300 or 400 employees ? 

Mr. Huruincer. In production. 

Mr. Morris. I see. Now, how many people were working in the 
research part of it? 

Mr. Hurwineer. I don’t think the staff ever exceeded 8 or 10. 

Mr. Morris. Now, was Balamuth there too? 

Mr. Huriincer. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. Was Cohen there too? Morris U. Cohen? 

Mr. Huruincer. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. Did Joe Steigman go there too? 

Mr. Hurwtncer. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. Did Lloyd Motz go there? 

Mr. Hurwrncer. Not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Morris. Would you tell us why it was that the four of you 
transferred from Technical Research Laboratories and went over to 
the Gussack Co. ? 

Mr. Huruincer. Well, I had no relation to the business aspects of 
this. I only know that the contract was terminated and my under- 
standing was that this other company bought the equipment and the 
ideas of the first, and thought it best to continue the same st: aff. 

Mr. Morris. How long did you stay with the Gussack Co. 

Mr. Hurtineer. My recollection, which is not precise, is chat I was 
there approximately from 1943 to November 1945. 

Mr. Morris. Now, where were they located ? 

Mr. Hururncer. In Long Island City. 

Mr. Morris. What kind of war contracts did they handle ? 

Mr. Hurwincer. I have no first-hand knowledge of that. They 
were making antennas, tanks, and planes, I think. 

Mr. Morris. Did you have access to the classified material at that 
time ? 

Mr. Hurutncer. No. 

Mr. Morris. You just did physical research; is that right? Re- 
search in physics ¢ 

Senator WELKER. Counsel, may I interrupt at this point to ask a 
question ? 

Did you ever teach at the Jefferson School of Social Science. 

Mr. Hurtincer. I refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Senator Werker. I think it is repetition, but I want to go into that 
a little further. 

The catalog that has been read to you, as I recall, stated that in 
September to December of 1945 you were an instructor at that institu- 
tion and, if that be true, I will ask you this: 

Were they engaged in war research and war work for war industry ? 

Mr. Huriincer. I wish you would divide this question, Mr. Senator. 
It seems to me you have two there. 

Senator Weixer. Perhaps I do have two, but for the sake of time 
I will do the best I can. 

You have refused to answer as to whether or not you taught at the 
Jefferson School of Social Science, and, if it be true that you taught 
at the Jefferson School of Social Science between September and De- 
cember of 1945, I will ask you if it is not a fact that they were and 
you were engaged in research in war industry. 
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Mr. Hurtincer. In the period September-December of 1945, to the 
best of my present recollection, I worked on no Government contracts. 

Senator Weiker. I am not asking about Government contracts, 
whether you had a contract with the Government, but were you work- 
ing on matters vital to the war industry, whether or not vou had a 
contract ¢ 

Mr. Hurvincer. That is really a matter of individual judgment. As 
I explained before, I think that most anything that goes on in almost 
any laboratory today has such interest. 

Senator Wei_ker. Well, now, you do not want to leave the impression 
with this committee that you were working on a quicker way to sew 
on buttons, or anything like that? You were doing something that 
certainly could have been vital in the war industry. Am I right on 
that assumption ¢ 

Mr. Huruincer. I was working then on this machining device, and 
it’s my impression that, had it been perfected, it would have been of 
interest. 

Senator Werker. And that was after the war with Germany was 
over¢ Am I correct / 

Mr. Huriincer. Well, my termination came very shortly after 
VJ Day. ' 

Senator Weiker. And I will ask you again now. The work that 
you were doing, if you did any work there, did you impart any infor- 
mation you had to your superior, or to any other person known to you 
to be a member of the Communist Party ¢ 

Mr. Hururwecrr. The only people that I discussed my work with 
were my superior and no one else. 

Senator Weiker. You heard the testimony read into the record a 
moment ago about your superior admitting in executive, private ses- 
sion yesterday that at that time he was a member of the Communist 
Party d 

Mr. Hurrtncer. I heard it. 

Senator We.ker. Did you know that to be a fact ? 

Mr. Hurrimcer. I must refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Senator Wetxer. Did you relate any of your information to that 
superior? I think you said you did. 

Mr. Huriincer. I worked right directly under him. He was my 
superior and wanted to know what I did from d: iy to day. 

Senator Wetxer. Did you know anything that he might have done 
with the information you gave him ? 

Mr. Hururcer. I have no knowledge of that. 

Senator Wevxer. You still want to tell this committee that you 
do not know, or you refuse to answer, as to whether or not you knew 
that your superior was a member of the Communist Party? 

Mr. Hurwincer. I must refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Senator WeLxer. Notwithstanding the fact that he testified here 
under oath yesterday that he was a member of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Huruincer. Notwithstanding. 

Senator Wetxer. Did you know any Communists there at that 
plant? 

Mr. Hurtincer. I must refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

Senator Wetker. That is all. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Hurlinger, do you remember giving a course at the 
Jefferson School which was written up in the Daily “Worker of No- 
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vember 27, 1945, by Peter Stone?’ Do you know a man named Peter 
Stone? That was November 27, 1945. 

Mr. Hurwineer. You have really asked me several things, Mr. 
Morris. 

Mr. Morris. I am sorry. 

Let me ask you, do you know a man who wrote for the Daily Worker 
of November 27, 1945, under the name of Peter Stone? 

Mr. Huruineer. I do not. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have put into the record 
at this time an article by Peter Stone, in the Daily Worker of Novem- 
ber 27, 1945, which reads as follows—— 

Senator WeLKer. Just a moment, Mr. Counsel. I think it might be 
well to ask him whether he ever read an article in the Daily Worker 
about his work. 

Mr. Hururncer. I may have. 

Senator Wetker. Do you read the Daily Worker quite often? 

Mr. Hurvurncer. I consider myself a thoroughly well-informed 
person and I read several newspapers, Mr. Senator, that one among 
them. 

Senator WELKER. Do you still read the Daily Worker ? 

Mr. Hururerr. I do. 

Senator We.xer. What is the Daily Worker, anyway?) Who 
sponsors it 2 ; , ; 

Mr. Hurvtrncer. It is a newspaper. 

Senator Weixer. You know it is the official organ of the Commu- 
nist Party, printed in New York City? 

Mr. Hurutncer. Well, if that is so, I will accept it. I am not 
aware of it. 

Senator Werxer. All right. Do you not know that that is so? 

Mr. Hurtincer. Really, I don’t. 

Senator Wetker. You certainly do not think that the Daughters 
of the American Revolution print it, do you? 

Mr. Hurutncer. No: I do not. 

Senator WreLker. Do you mean to tell this committee that you did 
not know who owns, operates, and prints the Daily Worker ? 

Mr. Huriincer. I believe it to be required by law to be a matter 
of pul lic reco! d, of whieh ] am not aware. 

Senator Werixer. You are not aware of that ? 

Mr. Hururcer. No. 

The Cuatrman. Proceed, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, there are several points in this article 
which I would like to read. 

The CratrmMan. Proceed, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris (reading) : 

Science Belongs to the People was the theme of one session at the recent book 
fair of the Jefferson School of Social Science. This center, which has educated 
thousands of adults, in provressive, wide-awake citizenry. presented a stimu- 
lating panel discussion under the chairmanship of Iven Hurlinger, science in- 
structor at the school, on the need for integrating science into society. 

Did you act as chairman of a panel discussion for the Jefferson 
School ? 

Mr. Hvururneer. I must refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morrts. Do you testify that there is an inaccurate report in the 
publication ? 
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Mr. Hururncer. I will consult counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel). 

Mr. Houruincer. I will have to ask you to clarify that, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Having had this paragraph read to you, do you wish 
to challenge the accuracy of this report ? 

Mr. Hururncer. Excuse me. 

(Witness confers with counsel). 

Mr. Hururncer. No, Mr. Morris, I prefer not to comment on it. 

Mr. Morris. Now, the article goes on to read: 

Dr. Bernard Jaffe, chairman of the physics department of the James Madison 


High School, and author of the best sellers, Crucibles, and Men of Science in 
America, decried the gap between general knowledge and scientific advancement. 


Did Dr. Bernard Jaffe give a course at the Jefferson School at that 
time? 

Mr. Hurtincer. I have no knowledge of that. 

Mr. Morris. Do you know Dr. Bernard Jaffe? 

Mr. Huruinecer. In the sense in which knowing a person is usually 
used, I would say I do not. 

Mr. Morris. Do you know who he is? 

Mr. Huruincer. I have heard of him and I know the books. 

Senator Weixer. Did you ever talk to him? Why do you hesitate 
on a question like that? Can you not answer? Did you ever talk 
to Dr. Jaffe? 

Mr. Hurwrincer. I am about to answer it, Mr. Senator. 

Senator Wetxer. Very well. 

Mr. Hururncer. I believe I did. 

Senator WeLker. Where? 

Mr. Huruineer. I can’t recall. 

Senator Weixer. What did you say to him, if you recall? 

Mr. Hururncer. I do not recall. 

Senator Weixer. Did you discuss your work ? 

Mr. Hurtincer. No, sir. 

Senator We_ker. Do you know what you did discuss? 

Mr. Huruincer. Well, I know it is a practice of mine not to discuss 
my work with anyone that isn’t working with me and authorized to 
work with me, so I can say definitely that I didn’t do that, but I could 
hardly say truthfully that I remember what I discussed with him. 

Senator Weixer. Do you know whether or not Dr. Jaffe was a 
member of the Communist Party? And I will say to you in fairness, 
Mr. Witness, that I have no knowledge of whether or not he is, and 
I do not want to be unfair to Dr. Jaffe. But I am asking you whether 
or not you knew him to be a Communist ? 

Mr. Hurtrcer. I will have to consult counsel. 

The Cuamman. You may consult your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hururncer. I don’t know, Mr. Welker. 

Senator Weiker. Very well. Thank you. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, the next account here in the article 
is an account of a certain Dr. Alex Novikoff, who has been a witness 
before our committee. Dr. Novikoff— 


* * * presented a paper on Science for Young People. He placed the aim of 
science teaching as the understanding of cause and effect. Too often, in his 
opinion, is science taught as a collection of data, and not as a careful selection 
of facts in accordance with the historical growth of knowledge. 
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Do you know Dr. Alex Novikoff ? 

Mr. Huruincer. We were members of the same Teachers Union. 

Mr. Morris. To your knowledge, was Dr. Alex Novikoff a member 
of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Huruincer. I must refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

Senator Weiker. I think that the record should show that Dr. 
Novikoff came before this committee a few weeks ago and admitted 
that he had not been a member of the Communist Party since 1948. 

Am I correct ? 

Mr. Morris. Dr. Novikoff, when asked about Communist Party 
membership up to and almost through 1948, invoked his fifth-amend- 
ment privilege. 

Senator WeLker. But after 1948? 

Mr. Morris. He denied. 

Senator We.ker. He denied that he was a member of the Commu- 
nist Party. 

Mr. Morris. The last paragraph says: 

The last speaker, Prof. Lewis Balamuth, recently employed on the Manhattan 
Project of the atom bomb program, spoke on atomic-power literature. He 
recommended the pocket book The Atomic Age Opens, and Professor Smythe’s 
report on atomic energy. 

He pointed out that unleashing atomic power did not in itself create a diplo- 
matie crisis, but rather sharpened many problems that had been lying below 
the surface. Dr. Balamuth said that it was reactionary to keep the know-how 
on atom bombs a secret—and would only cause an international atomic arma- 
ments race. 

I think we asked you whether or not you knew Dr. Lewis Balamuth, 
Mr. Hurlinger. You did know him, did you not? 

Mr. Hurwincer. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. To your knowledge was he a member of the Commu- 
nist Party at the time of this seminar? 

Mr. Hurutncer. I must refuse to answer on the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. May that go into the record? 

The Cuarmman. That may become a part of the record. 

(The document referred to follows :) 


[Daily Worker, November 27, 1945, p. 7] 
ScrENcE NoTesBooK 
(By Peter Stone) 


“Science Belongs to the People” was the theme of one session at the Bookfair 
of the Jefferson School of Social Science. This center, which has educated 
thousands of adults in progressive, wide-awake citizenry, presented a stimu- 
lating panel discussion under the chairmanship of Iven Hurlinger, science in- 
structor at the school, on the need for integrating science into society. 

Dr. Bernard Jaffe, chairman of the Physics Department of James Madison 
High School, and author of the best sellers, Crucibles, and Men of Science in 
America, decried the gap between general knowledge and scientific advance- 
ment, 

The physicist condemned pseudoscience and those who propound astrological 
myths. He said that this was attempting to saddle the electronic and atomic 
20th century with the feudal concepts of the 16th century. 

Dr. Jaffe attacked the false claims of companies who sell their products on 
the basis of scientific half-truths, and cited an instance of advertising shoes, 
which spoke of “vitamin soles.” 

He recalled the excellent British tradition of having scientists lecture to the 
public. Faraday, Sir Humphrey Davy and the Braggs had mounted the public 
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lecture platform to bring their work to the attention and understanding of the 
people. (This is also a tradition in Soviet science—and it is not unusual for 
abstruse lectures on mathematics or atomic structure to attract thousands of 
students. ) 

Dr. Jaffe asked that such lectures be started in America and suggested that 
social-minded scientists begin such a task. He also proposed that more news- 
papers start the practice of employing professionally equipped science writers. 

Science is not a collection of facts and figures for Dr. Jaffe as he has often 
indicated in his excellent books. He believes that science texts should show the 
influence of science upon society and vice versa, and recommends the citizen- 

entist approach for science textbook writers in line with Haldane-Bernal- 
Crowther and Hogben. 


* * * 


Dr. Alex Novikoff, instructor of biology at Brooklyn College, presented a paper 


on Science for Young Deopl« He placed the aim of science teaching as the 
understanding of cause and effect loo often, in his opinion, is science taught 
as: tion of data, and not as a careful selection of facts in accordance with 
t} historical growth of knowledge. 
He found few science books for children which he could recommend. In his 
field the biologist attacked books which humanized plants and animals. 
Dr. Novikoff said that this often made it difficult for students to understand evolu- 
tionary concepts, because they tended to apply human emotions and reactions to 
Dp ts d animals, 
Writers who prepare children’s science books should have ‘a sound philosoph- 
l ind 1 tte! t to distort, devitalize or dilute science.’ He 
found h works in the Soviet examples, How Man Became a Giant, by Ilin 
1 Se ind Chemical Elements by Nechaev. Novikoff called for simple ma- 
te highly illustrated, and his own work, Climbing Our Family Tree, is an 
L € imple 
he st speaker, Prof. Lewis B , recently employed on the Manhattan 
ject of the atom bomb pr poke on Atomic Power literature. He ree- 
ended the pocket book, The Atom Age Opens, and Professor Smythe’s 
) “*Ate Ene 
HT ointed out that unleashing atomic power did not in itself create a diplo- 
I bh ither sharpened many problems that had been lying below the 
si] ‘ Dr. Ba th said that it w: reactionary to keep the know-how on 
{ bs a secret and would only cause an international atomic armaments 
i¢ 
The encouraging note in all discussions was the awakening of scientists to 
the ngers of atomic imperialisn Speaking as a science worker, he traced the 
of scientists recocnizil the social implications of their work, and 
f tre lous importance that associations of atomic scientists had chal- 
lenved the Anglo-American shortsighted approach to the development of atomic 
IM @T 4 


Dr. Balamuth will analyze the scientific and social implications in a course 
e Jefferson School next semester on Atomic Power—Its History and Future.) 

Mr. Morris. You worked for the General] Research Laboratory in 
1945, did you not? : 

Mr. Hurvincer. My recollection is that I started there in the spring 
of 1946 ; 

Mr. Morris. The 
Laboratories ? 

Mr. Huruincrr. Yes. 

Mr Mol RIS. What wer the Baleo Laborator es? 

Mr. Herturncrr. I explained to you in executive session that I had 


n your next employment was with the Balco 


( 

only partial knowledge of this ownership, but my superiors there 
were Dr. Balamuth and Dr. Cohen. 

Mr. Morris. Now, is the name “Baleo” derived from the first let- 
ters of Balamuth’s name and the first letters of Cohen’s name? 

Mr. Hururneer. I believe so. 

Mr. Morris. And you were not a stockholder? You were just an 
employee ? 








- 
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Mr. Huruincer. That is correct. 

Mr. Morris. What kind of work did you do for the Balco Corp. ¢ 

Mr. Hurnincer. We will soon be able to write a history of this same 
device. We continued the work of this cutting machining device 
there, That is what I worked on. 

Mr. Morris. Did that corporation do work for the Signal Corps? 
It did, did it not ? 

Mr. Hururnarr. I think so. I think that was the organization we 
worked for. 

Mr. Morris. I mean, that you did not have any hesitation in testi- 
fying to that effect yesterday ¢ 

Mr. Hurtinerr. Well, I don’t have. My recollection is vague. I 
think there were people from Monmouth, and that was the Signal 
Corps, ves. 

Mr. Morris. Did Joseph Steigman work for that corporation 4 

Mr. Hurwincer. No. 

Mr. Morris. Did Morris U. Cohen ? 

Mr. Hurumcer. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. Did Lloyd Motz? 

Mr. Hurnincer. No: not to my knowledge. 

Mr. Morris. W hs it Was your sal: ry during this period of time, Mr. 
Hurlinger ? Ww) hat income did you derive ¢ 

Mr. Hurtrnerr. That is in the income tax reports, of course, but 
I would have to guess, that when I left I was getting about $85 or 
$90 a week. . 

Mr. Morris. I see. What did you get when you worked in the job 
with the Gussack Co. ? 

Mr. Hururnecer. | had gone just a bit higher there. I think $95 or 
pos sib ly S1LOO, 

Mr. Mi rris. Did that salary exceed the sal: iry you had been earn- 
ing at C ty College? 

Mr Th RLINGER. he ell, the o1 iby fair compar ison would be to include 
the increments, and I think it would have come just about the same 
level. 

Mr. Morris. [lad you been a teacher at the School for Democracy ? 

Mr. Huriincer. I must discuss that with my counsel. 

The CHatrman. You may confer with counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurtincer. No; my recollection is that I never taught there. 

Mr. Morris. Now, how long did you stay with the Baleo Co. 

Mr. Wourtincer. As I recall, I left there in May of 1948. 

Mr. Morris. What was your next assignment after that? What 
was your next employment after that ? 

Mr. Huriincer. I took up a technical sales job with an automotive 
distributor called Autoelectric Distributors, in New York. 

Mr. Morris. What work did you do there? 

Mr. Huruincer. I think it is most accurately called technical sales. 
I explained to you that we advised fleet owners on magneto : and gen- 
erator and general electrical problems in connection with vehicles. 

Mr. Morris. Are you still working with that corporation ? 

Mr. Hwuruincer. No. 

Mr. Morris. How long did you stay there? 

Mr. Huriincer. Just about 2 years, almost 2 

Mr. Morris. That would bring it up to 1950? 


ata) 
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Mr. Hurwuincer. No. it bi Ings it up to the spring of L9D1. 

Mr. Morrrs. Then what employment did you take in the spring of 
L951 4 

Mr. Hurnineer. None. I was unemployed then. 

Mr. Morris. What are you doing now? 

Mr. Huriicer. I am working for Physical Research Laboratories. 

Mr. Morris. That is the name of the corporation. What kind of 
work are you doing now ¢ 

Mr. Huriicer. I am working on the development of a humidity 
sensing and controlling device. 

Mr. Morris. Are you at the present time a member of the Commu- 
nist Party ¢ 

Mr. Hurwtincer. I must refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

The CHatrman. Will you refer back, counsel, and refresh my 
memory. 

I believe the witness testified that when he was working for the 
different corporations he was with Dr. Balamuth, Cohen, Motz and 
Steigman. This committee would be interested in knowing if any of 
these gentlemen have returned to the teaching profession. Could you 
tell us that ? 

Mr. Hururncer. I have no first-hand knowledge of the whereabouts 
of any of these people. 

Mr. Morris. When did you last see Joe Steigman ? 

Mr. Hurrincer. A good many years ago. 

Mr. Morris. When did you last see Morris Cohen ? 

Mr. Hurtincer. I would guess when I left Balco. 

The Cnamman. They were all originally teachers, when you first 
knew them, were they not? 

Mr. Hurvincer. Yes. 

The CnHatrmMan. And you do not know whether any of them has 
returned to the teaching profession or not ? 

Mr. Huriincer. I have no contact or knowledge of any of them. 

The CuatrmMan. You have not talked to them or heard from them, 
and none of your friends has told you what has happened to them; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Hurirncer. To the best of my knowledge. 

Mr. Morrts. And you do not know whether Steigman is now a 
teacher at Brooklyn Polytechnic Institute? That is a question, not an 
assertion. 

Mr. Hurirncer. I knew that he was there. I didn’t know of his 
present whereabouts. 

Mr. Morris. When was he there? 

Mr. Hurtrncer. I have to guess on this because I really don’t know. 
I would date it back a good 3 years or so. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I have no more questions of this 
witness 

Before adjourning today, I have some exhibits which I would like 
to put into the record. 

Phe CratrmMan. Senator Smith, have you any questions / 

Senator Smiru. I have no questions. 

Phe CHairmMan. Senator Eastland ? 

Senator EasrLanp. Yes. 

Did you ever contact a represent itive of the Soviet Government, or 


a d a representative of the Sov let (yovel nment ever contact you! 
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Mr. Hurirmcer. Not to my knowledge did I ever speak to such a 
person. 

Senator Easrtanp. Did you ever contact any of the national officials 
of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Huruincer. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator EastLanp. Did they ever contact you ¢ 

Mr. Hurvineer. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator EKasrLanp. They never discussed your work with you ¢ 

Mr. Huruincer. No, sir. 

Senator Easrtanp. No one discussed that with you except your 
superior? Remember, you are under oath. You have never discussed 
your work with anyone except your superior? That is your testi- 
mony ¢ 

Mr. Huruineer. Yes, sir. 

Senator East.Anp. But your superior was a Communist, was he 
not ¢ 

Mr. Hurvineer. I must refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Chairman, I have only one concluding ques- 
tion. 

The CHarrMan. Senator Welker. 

Senator We._ker. Mr. Witness, if three witnesses came before this 
committee under oath to testify that they were members of the Com- 
munist Party, and you were a fellow member of the Communist Party, 
would you say that they were wrong? 

Mr. Hurvincer. Excuse me. 

The Cuarrman. You may consult your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurwirncer. I wouldn’t say whether they were wrong or 
whether they were right. 

Senator Wevxer. All right. You would not say whether they were 
wrong or whether they were right. Would you tell me whether any of 
the three witnesses heretofore referred to were right when they said 
you were a member of the Communist Party ? 

Mr. Huruincer. Excuse me. 

The CuarrMan. You may consult your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurutncer. I refuse to answer that on the same grounds. 

Senator Wevker. You refuse to answer that and you refuse to 
answer as to whether you are now or ever have been a member of the 
Communist Party ? 

Mr. Hururncer. Yes. 

Senator Werxker. | think that counsel took you back to the days 
when you were in college and asked you whether or not you were a 
member of the Young ‘Communist League, and you refused, under 
your privilege, to answer that. When were you in college? 

Mr. Houruincer. | started in 1924 as an undergraduate, finished 
in 1928 as an undergraduate, and continued graduate work after 
that intermittently. 

Senator Wetker. And you refuse to answer as to whether at that 
time you were a member of the Young Communist League, upon the 
privilege afforded you by the fifth amendment ? 

Mr. Hoururncer. I did refuse. 
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Senator WereLker. Do you want to tell this committee that after 


99 vears have elapsed, inv answer that you might give to that ques- 
tion might tend to incriminate you ¢ 

Mr. Huruincer. It see to me you asked me to speak almost in 
the fashion of an expert in the law. 

ve tor Weixer. I do not think that you have to be an expert. 
M\ lauehter s 12 years of age and, if she cloes not know something 
about the statute of limitations, I would be very much surprised. 


You have heard of the statute of limitations, have you not, that 
outlaws ny crime after a certain period of time / 

Mr. Huruincer. I have heard of it, but I don’t know what it is, 
specifically to what it applies, and to what it doesn’t apply. 

Nel itor WELKER. My\ question certainly applies many, Many vears 
before the passage of the Smith Act. You know that, do you not? 

Mr. Hurtrncer. Would you clarify that, please / 

Senator WeLker. My question went back 29 years, to ask you if you 
were a member of the Young Communist League. That was certainly 
many years before the passage of the Smith Act! 

Mr. Hurtincer. What is it that was many, many years before the 
pa ige of the Smith Act ¢ ‘a 

Senator Weiker. The question as to whether or not you were a 
member of the Young Communist League when you were in college 
in 1924? 

Mr. Hurnincer. I guess it does go before that, yes. 

Senator Weiker. Now, with that little explanation, would you 
be Willing to tell the committee vw hethei or not you were a ni mber 
of the Young Communist League in 1924 ? 

Mr. Hururorr. Excuse me. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let the record show that the withess is consulting 
his col =e | before reph ng to the questiol 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurutncer. No, sir. 

Senator Wreitker. You are unwilling because of the fact that you 
feel that it might tend to incriminate you? You feel that any answer 
you might give might tend to incriminate you / 

Mr. Huriincer. Yes. 

Senator Wererker. Have you ever engaged in any political activity ? 

Mr. Hurutncer. I voted. I ouess that is a political activity. 

Senator Wreiker. Have you voted for candidates on the Commu- 
nis C1 ket ? 

Mr. Hurtincer. I don’t hear you. 

Senator Weiker. Have you voted for candidates on the Communist 
ticket, candidates running on the Communist ticket ? 

Mr. Huruincer. Mr. Senator, isn’t that infringing on the privacy 
of the ballot ? 

Senator Werker. I do not know whether that is private or not. 
You are under oath here to tell the truth. I have never known it to 
be a crime to vote for a man on the Communist ticket. the Procres- 
sive tie ket. the Republic in ticket. or the Democratic ticket 

I will ask you: Have you ever voted for any candidate running for 
office on the Communist ticket ? 

Mr. Hururncer. I should like to say that I believe this to be an 
incursion on the privacy of the ballot, and an improper question. 
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Senator Werxer. I certainly do not want to encourage you to do 
something that you do not want to do. I think it would be perfectly 
fair. Possibly I should ask you if you voted for anyone running 
on the Progressive titket, and you would still have the same objection ¢ 

Mr. Hururncer. I would. 

Senator Wetxer. You would, because it invades your privilege 
that you fee] you have of the priv acy of the ballot ? 

Mr. Huruincer. | would. 

Senator Wetxer. I have no further questions. 

The Cuamman. Senator Hendrickson has returned. Do you have 
any questions, Senator Hendrickson ¢ 

Senator Henprickson. I have no questions. 

Mr. Morris. I offer for the record the New York University state- 
ment on the suspension, hearing, and dismissal of Edwin Berry 


Burgum, dated April 30, 1953. 
The CHarrMan. It may go into the record and become a part of 


the record. 
(The statement referred to follows:) 


New YORK UNIVERSITY 


MEMORANDUM FROM THE CHANCELLOR’S OFFICE 


Mr. Morris: This is the statement I mentioned in our phone conversation this 


morning 


H. T. HEALp 


New YorK UNIVERSITY STATEMENT ON THE SUSPENSION, HEARING, AND DISMISSA 
BuRGUM, ASSOCIAT PROFESSOR OF ENGLISH, WASHINGTON 


SQUARE COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIEN 


INTRODUCTION 

On October 13, 1952, Edwin Berry Burgum, associate professor of English, 
Washington Square College of Arts and Science, New York University, testi 
fied under oath before a subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
United States Senate, created to investigate the administration of the Internal 
Security Act and other security laws 

At the public session of the subcommittee in the United States courthouse i 
New York City, Mr. Burgum was questioned by Senator Homer Ferguson, of 
Michigan, and Senator Willis Smith, of North Carolina. 

Mr. Burgum’'s appearance before the subcommittee in public session was 
preceded by an appearance in executive session. In September 1952, after he 
had received a subpena to appear before the subcommittee, Mr. Burgum gave 
this information to the chairman of his academic department. He was urged 
at that time to answer frankly and truthfully all questions put to him by 
members of the investigating committee 

Mr. Burgum indicated to his department chairman that he would probably not 
answer questions which might concern his relationship to the Communist Party 
This information was transmitted to the dean of his college and to the chancellor 
of the university. A member of the university administrative staff attended the 
public session of the United States Senate subcommittee on October 13 

In the course of his testimony, Mr. Burgum invoked the fifth amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States He refused to answer the question, “Have 
you ever been a member of the Communist Party?” and 14 other questions con 
cerning relationship to the Communist Party. 

Shortly after his testimony in the public session of the Senate subcommittee 
Mr. Burgum was suspended by Chancellor Henry T. Heald from the faculty of 
the university. The suspension did not affect Mr. Burgum’s salary. Chancellor 
Heald notified Mr. Burgum of the suspension in a telegram which read as 


follows: 
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“J regard membership in the Communist Party as disqualifying a teacher for 
employment at New York University, and believe it is the duty of every teacher to 
answer frankly all questions of a duly constituted committee of a State or Federal 
legislature regarding his connection or former connection with that party. 

“Refusal of a teacher to state whether he is or has been a member of the Com- 
munist Party, when questions on this subject are raised by such a legislative 
committee, is a breach of his duty to the Government and to the university. 

“Because of your refusal to answer questions before the United States Senate 
Internal Security Subcommittee regarding your connection or former connection 
with the Communist Party, I hereby suspend you from your duties at New York 
University pending appropriate review of this action upon your request.” 

On November 13, 1 month after his appearance before the Senate subcommittee, 
Mr. Burgum formally requested a hearing on his suspension. On November 24, 
Dean Thomas Clark Pollock, of Washington Square College, recommended that 
Mr. Burgum’s services be terminated by the university council (governing board) 
because “in my judgment, Dr. Burgum is unfit to teach in New York University 
because of conduct unbecoming a teacher in that: 

“1. He refused to answer under oath on October 13, 1952, when asked a num- 
ber of questions by the subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary of the 
United States Senate to investigate the administration of the Internal Security 
Act and other internal-security laws. By refusing to tell the truth frankly in 
response to legitimate questions related to an issue of major concern to the 
American people which were asked by a duly constituted agency of the United 
States Senate, he has exercised his legal right to avoid being a witness against 
himself in a criminal case, but he has violated an obligation of a member of the 
teaching profession who has the privileges of academic freedom. 

“2. He refused to tell the truth frankly in this connection not, in my con- 
sidered judgment, because of his stated desire to uphold freedom of speech, but 
rather because of his fear of testifying to acts which would reveal the truth 
concerning the relation of himself and others to the Communist Party and sub- 
ject him to criminal prosecution. Previous evidence which leads to this in- 
ference is: 

“(a) He was reported to be affiliated with from 31 to 40 Communist-front 
organizations by the Committee on Un-American Activities of the United States 
House of Representatives. 

“(b) He has been identified as a member of the Communist Party in testimony 
given under oath.” 

On November 24, the university council referred the suspension and the rec- 
ommendation of dismissal to the elected professiorial members of the university 
senate for review and report. These members of the university senate are elected 
by their faculty colleagues, one from each school and college of the university, 
each for a 3-year term. This faculty committee is composed of: 

Walter A. Anderson, professor of education, School of Education 

Karl O. Butcher, professor of anatomy, College of Dentistry 

Hollis R. Cooley, professor of mathematics, Washington Square College of Arts 
and Science 

Thomas W. Davis, professor of chemistry, University College of Arts and Science 

Karen R. Gillespie, associate professor of retailing, School of Retailing 

Charles Hodges, professor of international politics, Graduate School of Arts 
and Science 

Lawrence C. Lovejoy, professor of management, Graduate School of Business 

Administration 
John M. MacGregor, professor of law of commerce and finance and chairman 

of the department of law of commerce and finance, School of Commerce 
Francis J. Putman, professor of law, School of Law 
Emanuel A. Salma, associate professor of mechanical engineering, College of 

Engineering 
Charles F. Wilkinson, Jr., professor of medicine, Post-Graduate Medical School 
S. Bernard Wortis, professor of psychiatry and neurology and chairman of the 

department of psychiatry and neurology, College of Medicine 

(Mr. Hodges is chairman of the professorial group.) 

The formal hearings before the faculty committee began February 18, 1953, and 
ended March 6. There were eleven 83-hour sessions at which the stenographic rec- 
ord ran to 984 pages. At the hearing, Mr. Burgum was advised by counsel of his 
own selection, Martin Popper, of the New York bar: Dean Pollock was advised 
by Arad Riggs, associate professor of law at the university. 
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THE HEARING 


Testimony in support of the charges 

At the hearing, testimony in support of the charges traced the Communist 
and Communist-front activity of Mr. Burgum over the past 20 years. Sixty-two 
exhibits introduced by Dean Pollock were presented to show that Mr. Burgum’s 
conduct coincided with the path of the Communist Party during that same period. 

Two witnesses testified that to their knowledge Mr. Burgum was a member of 
the Communist Party and followed the Communist Party line. 

One of these was Manning Johnson, a member of the Communist Party from 
1936 to 1940 and a member of the national committee of the party from 1936 
to 1938. Mr. Johnson and Mr. Burgum were members of the May Day parade 
committee in 19388. This was the year that there was a split in the forces 
which sponsored the May Day parade. Norman Thomas led the Socialist fac- 
tion, and Mr. Johnson and Mr. Burgum were on the May Day parade committee 
which arranged for the Communist faction. 

One exhibit was a photograph of Mr. Burgum marching with the Teachers’ 
Union in the May Day parade of 1938. Another exhibit was a photostat of a 
page from the Daily Worker which carried a news article listing Mr. Johnson 
and Mr. Burgum as members of the May Day parade committee. 

Mr. Johnson was asked: “Do you know whether Prof. Edwin Berry Burgum 
was a member of the Communist Party?’ 

He replied: “Yes, Professor Burgum was, during the period that I was a mem- 
ber, a member of the Communist Party.” 

The other witness who identified Mr. Burgum as a Communist was Herbert A. 
Philbrick, member of the Communist Party from 1942 to 1949, an undercover 
agent for the FBI, witness before Judge Medina at the trial of the top 12 Com- 
munist Party leaders in 1949, and author of the book I Led Three Lives. He 
testified that among the material that is required reading for members of the 
“pro” groups in the Communist Party is the Marxist publication, Science and 
Society. He continued: 

“I would buy my copy and copies for the ‘pro’ group meetings, as one of my 
official tasks, at the Marxist bookstore and carry them in my portfolio as one 
of the top Communist publications. One of the original editors of Science and 
Society was Prof. Edwin Berry Burgum. He is still an editor of the magazine.” 

Further evidence of Mr. Burgum’s Communist Party affiliation is found in 
legislative document No. 49 (1942) of the State of New York, which contains 
the report of the Subcommittee Relative to the Public Educational System of the 
city of New York of the Joint Legislative Committee To Investigate Procedures 
and Methods of Allocating State Moneys for Public School Purposes and Sub- 
versive Activities. This report, known as the Rapp-Coudert report, explains the 
method by which Communists gained control of the New York Teachers’ union 
in the middle 30’s. It says: 

“Actual organization of the college section was deferred until November 1930 
by which time the split in the union had occurred and the rank-and-file group 
was in control. Prof. Edwin Berry Burgum, of New York University, was elected 
chairman of the section.” 

The report then states that he was identified as a member of the Communist 
Party by the evidence before the committee. 

Mr. Burgum was listed ir the Review of the Scientific and Cultural Confer- 
ence for World Peace, published April 19, 1949, by the Committee on Un-Ameri- 
can Activities of the United States House of Representatives, as 1 of 10 persons 
who have been affiliated with the 31 to 40 Communist-front organizations. 

Mr. Burgum joined many organizations, sponsored others, wrote widely, served 
as officer or committee member, and lent his name and influence to a long suc- 
cession of groups identified by competent legal authority as Communist or 
Communist-front. 

He wrote at least 42 articles, book reviews, or other contributions for the 
New Masses between 1934 and 1936. 

He was mentioned at least 51 times, with his picture appearing at least twice, 
in the Daily Worker from 1933 to 1952. 

He urged the support of the Communist Party platform and candidates in 
the 1933 mayoralty election in New York City. 

He expressed his support for the Soviet Union in 1936 by attending a meeting 
which greeted the Soviet constitution with enthusiasm. 

He contributed in 1937 and 1938 to Soviet Russia Today. 
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He defended the Moscow purge trials and signed a statement in 1938 saying 
the defendants were guilty by “sheer weight of evidence.” 

He signed a statement in 1939 calling for closer cooperation with the Soviet 
Union and saying that the Soviet Union works unceasingly for the goal of a 
peaceful international order 

He appealed in 1942 for the release of Earl Browder. 

He lectured in the 1940’s at the Jefferson School for Social Science. 

He signed an open letter in 1942 in defense of Harry Bridges. 

He opposed in mid-1943 “the current anti-Soviet campaign as a grave dis- 
service to our own country in her hour of peril,’ and opposed “any delay in the 
opening of the second front in Europe.” 

He asked in 1949 for the suspension of the trials of the 12 top indicted Com- 
munists 

He solicited funds for the Civil Rights Congress, which put up $50,000 bail for 
Gerhardt Eisler and financed the defense of the now convicted 12 top Communist 
leaders. 

He asked in 1951 for money to finance cargoes of supplies to send to Commu- 
nist China 

He spoke at meetings in the fall of 1952 to raise funds to save the Rosenbergs, 
whose conviction the Supreme Court of the United States has twice refused to 
reverse and for whom the President of the United States has declined to 
intervene, 

He solicited funds in 1952 for the defense of Elizabeth Gurley Flynn and other 
now convicted “second string” Communists. 

These activities demonstrate a pattern of conduct of which Mr. Burgum, in a 





letter addressed “Dear Colleague,” dated November 13, 1952 (after his suspension 
from the faculty of New York University), and circulated widely both inside and 
outside the university, said: “I do not intend * * to renounce * * * anything 


that I have publicly stood for during this quarter century 
He further wrote in his “Dear Colleague” letter: “Anyone who tells the ruling 


body of university whether he is or is not a Communist is breaking the very 


Ur. Burgqum’s testimony 


When Mr. Burgum appeared before the United States Senate subcommittee and 


ae ned to answer whether he had ever been a member of the Communist Party 
and 14 other questions concerning his relationship to the Communist Party, he 
gave two reasons for declining to answer: (1) His desire to uphold truth and 


freedom of speech: and (2) his privilege of not being required to testify against 
himself in a criminal case 





During the hearing before his fellow faculty members, Mr. Burgum took the 
position that he should not be required to answer anv of the charges made against 
hir He insisted that no inferences were permissible from his refusal to answer 
questions on the ground of possible self-incrimination. 


For example, when he was asked by one member of the faculty committee: 
“As far as the Communist Party is concerned, you have not recruited at the 
university, or as the result of university contacts, any person for the Communist 
Party?’ Mr. Burgcum replied: “I think you are now getting into an area that is 
beyond the ken of the university, and I should feel that it is inadvisable to answer 
that question one way or the other.” 

In another exchange of questions and answers, Mr. Burgum was asked: “You 
hail the Soviet constitution as making a step forward in human development. 
Would von. and do you, approve all the provisions in the Soviet constitution?” 
To which he replied: “This matter would be very intriguing. In answering your 
question, I would have to go into a lot of detail and it would involve virtually a 
great deal of scholarly research. Therefore, it seems to me much better if I rest 


” 


upon my claim that this is an area that is hevond the province of the committee. 

At another point in the hearing, a member of the faculty committee noted that 
Mr. Bureum had signed a statement upholding the Moscow purge trials. The 
statement instifies the trials and. in the lanvuave of the statement quoted by 
the committee member, supported “the efforts of the Soviet Union to free itself 
of insidious, internal dangers.” Mr. Burgum was asked: “Would you sign the 
statement today?” 

Mr. Bureum refused to give a direct answer. Later the same questioner 
remarked: “I have asked my questions and I assume Dr. Burgum does not desire 
to answer them.” 
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Mr. Burgum insisted that the charges were so drawn as to be unsusceptible of 
defense, that the evidence was irrelevant, that some of the witnesses were pro- 
fessional witnesses, that questions put to him were outside the scope of the 
inquiry. 

In short, he defied the faculty committee, he refused to answer the charges 
against him and he blocked every effort of the faculty committee to ascertain 
facts as to his relationship with the Communist Party. 


THE REPORT OF THE FACULTY COMMITTEE 


After the hearing ended on March 6, the faculty committee met 6 times for 
detailed study of the record. The report of the faculty committee was sub- 
mitted to the chancellor and the council of the university on April 15. 

The report stated the fact and date of the supension, quoted the charges, and 
concluded with the findings of the faculty committee: 

“After duly considering the evidence presented at the hearing, based upon the 
above charges of Dean Pollock, the committee reports to the university council 
as follows: 

“Whereas no person may be forced under the constitutional government of 
these United States to incriminate himself and no member of the teaching pro- 
fession should be denied the legal protection accorded to all citizens under the 
Fifth Amendment of the Constitution, the committee finds that the first charge is 
not sustained ; 

“But whereas the university has a civie duty to the free society of which it 
is an institutional part, and whereas a member of the teaching profession in 
our society may be expected so to conduct himself that his activities meet the 
tests of responsible exercises of his rights of academic freedom, both in the class- 
room and elsewhere, the committee finds that the second charge is sustained ; 

“And further, this committee of his colleagues considers that the dismissal of 
Associate Professor Burgum for his abuse of his university position under the 
cover of academic freedom would not be inconsistent with the statement of 
policy in regard to academic freedom and tenure at New York University as 
specified in section III, Articles 1-11 inclusive, pages 21 to 26 in the New York 
University Faculty Handbook. 

“The votes of the members of the senate faculty committee on the charges 
against Associate Professor Edwin Berry Burgum were as follows: 

“Charge 1: To sustain, 3; not to sustain, 9. 

“Charge 2: To sustain, 9; not to sustain, 3.” 


COMMENTS OF THE FACULTY COMMITTEE 


The report of the faculty committee was accompanied by individual memoran- 
dums from six of the committee members. 

One of the three members of the faculty committee who voted not to sustain 
charge 2 nevertheless stated: 

“It appears to me that a definite connection between Professor Burgum and the 
Communist Party has been established. This connection seems to be beyond the 
probabilities of chance and coincidence. 

“Under the terms of section 11 of academic tenure (New York University 
Faculty Handbook, p. 26), it appears to me that the university has grounds to 
discharge Professor Burgum because of his relationship to the Communist Party 
as mentioned above.” 

Another member of the faculty committee who voted not to sustain charge two 
stated: 

“There is ample indication that Dr. Edwin Berry Burgum was probably 
sympathetic to some Communist doctrine and I believe it is a reasonable sup- 
position that he may have been a member of the Communist Party. Certainly 
his tact and judgment were faulty—for he never should have used, or permitted 
to have been used, his title in the university in connection with his activities 
in the so-called Communist-front organizations.” 

The chairman of the faculty committee who voted to sustain charge two wrote 
in his separate opinion: 

“He (Mr. Burgum) conducted himself with something less than the honest 
effort at cooperation I would expect from a colleague who had nothing to con- 
ceal. He had requested a hearing; the senate committee, representative of the 
fuculties of New York University, sought for the whole truth. We were not 
bound by formal legal rules nor by trial practices; it was a hearing by col- 
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leagues with the widest latitude, both oral and documentary, being given the 
parties to the case. Any such hearing could be expected to open up wide vistas 
of a man’s activities and motives; efforts to block this consequence of interro- 
gation by the petitioner's colleagues through legal barriers could but confirm 
the implication of something to conceal. 

“Thus, while the form of the charges may not have met the petitioner’s wishes, 
we have to ask ourselves two questions. One, did they convey sufficient meaning 
to define the intent of the administrative officer formulating them? Two, what 
was the object of the petitioner's challenge of their validity? 

“As to the first question, the much-controverted meaning of the charges shows 
nevertheless that thev wer? understood with su*icient clarity by all parties to 
the hearing to provide argument, testimony, and judgment. The first charge 
was not sustained, by a 9-to-3 decision; the second was sustained, again by a 
9-to-3 decision. This itself is testimony to the care with which the petitioner’s 
colleagues evaluated the proceedings; the action is not that of befuddled men. 

“As to the second question, I have good reason to believe that no charge would 
have fared better unless the petitioner’s counsel had been consulted in advance 
on its wording—or, better yet from the viewpoint of the petitioner, had himself 
drawn them within the framework of a chosen defense of legalistic obstruction 
and blacked out areas of interrogation designed to prevent the uncovery of the 
whole truth. Therefore the second—and in effect key—charge was attacked per- 
sistently and skillfully from every angle with perfect teamwork between pe- 
titioner and his counsel. This was done with good reason under the direction 
of an astute lawyer becanse the charge opened up the case on the clearly under- 
stood though broad grounds of academic turpitude—condnuct unbecoming a 
teacher in his chosen community activities outside the university, yet deliber- 
ately identified with the university for its prestige values. Direct testimony 
and documentary evdence showed the petitioner to be no starry-eyed academic; 
the pattern of his conduct consistently identified him with those who most hate 
the very standards of academic freedom the petitioner says he seeks to main- 
tain. This affinity for causes that have a common alien origin, technique, and 
obiective—and direction—is not an accident; it is the chosen medium for service 
of the petitioner. His is not a defense of heresy, in my measured judgment, but 
conspiracy. 

“Thus we come to values other than legal. Every right, be it legal, political, 
or social, carries with it a duty. Academic freedom, however liberty-loving the 
scholar, is not anarchy: the responsibilities of scholarship are as profoundly 
social as intellectual. The petitioner, under the law of the land, has the right 
to stand on his judicial silence. Therefore he may continue his extracurricular 
activities legally immune, within the protection of this carefully contrived 
vicious circle of alleged possible self-incrimination. But morally he cannot pre- 
sume to force us to condone or to accept what appears to me by every academic 
yardstick to measure an antisocial civie attitude. The university community 
is not only free, it has the duty to disassociate itself from those who flagrantly 
abuse the freedom it confers unon its members. 

“There are those who will disnose of these conclusions as nothing more than 
reneralizations. So they are, for they are drawn from the transcript of the 
hearinz, the documents, and the exhibits in an effort to find the whole truth, then 
to assess the social consequences of the petitioner’s patterned conduct over a 
quarter of a century in the light of our true academic freedom and responsi- 
bility. It shows the petitioner to he no innocent bystander, jnst watching May 
Dav parades in Union Square, but a highly intelligent participant in the per- 
version of those larger civic liberties of which academic freedom is a vital part.” 


THE ACTION OF THE UNIVERSITY COUNCIL 


The executive committee of the universify council considered the faculty com- 
mittee renort on April 15. After a discussion of the suspension and hearing, 
the follewing motion was made and held over for council action: 

“(1) That the existing suspension of Edwin Berry Burgum and his deprivation 
of privileges and duties as a member of the faculty and associate professor in 
Washington Square College be and the same hereby are ratified and confirmed; 
and 

“(2) That Edwin Berry Rurgum he and he hereby is removed and dismissed 
from the faculty of New York University without salary after the date of the 
passage of this motion by the council.” 
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Mr. Burgum was notified of the action of the executive committee of the 
council. He was informed that he would be given an opportunity to be heard 
at a meeting of the council on April 27 and to be represented by an adviser of his 
own choosing. 

The university council met and considered the report of the faculty committee 
on April 27. Mr. Burgum appeared, again represented by Martin Popper as 
counsel. Dean Pollock appeared, again represented by Arad Riggs, associate 
professor of law. 

The university council met on April 30 and passed the motion presented by 
the executive committee to dismiss Mr. Burgum from the faculty of the univer- 
sity. 


CONCLUSION 


Following the decision of the university council, Chancellor Henry T. Heald 
said: 

“A university is an assembly of scholars, dedicated to the discovery of truth 
and its dissemination. Academic freedom is essential to this process of discov- 
ering and disseminating truth. It constitutes the climate of freedom in which 
free minds can engage in free inquiry. 

“It follows that a university may, in the interests of maintaining academic 
freedom, inquire into the beliefs and associations of any faculty member who it 
has reason to believe is conducting himself in such a way as to violate his obli- 
gations as a scholar and teacher. 

“Refusal ‘of a member of a faculty to answer questions put to him by his 
university in an effort to determine whether he is bound by commitments which 
violate his own academic freedom renders him unfit to continue in a position of 
educational trust. 

“In the case of Mr. Burgum, an elected faculty committee of his peers, in the 
face of such evidence and in the face of Mr. Burgum’s continued refusal to 
clarify his position with respect to such commitments, found that he was un- 
worthy of continuing as a member of the academic community. 

“By its action, the faculty committee reaflirmed the traditional obligation of 
faculty members to themselves and to the community to avow openly and 
honestly their beliefs and not to conceal relationships which could be inimical 
to the welfare of their profession, the university, and the public.” 


Mr. Morris. I have the certificate of report of existence of the 
League for Fair Play, Inc., dated January 15, 1952, and also certifi- 
cate of incorporation of the League for Fair Play, Inc., dated April 
15, 1987, of Robert Norton, the man who was executive secretary of 
that corporation, who was a witness before this committee and refused 
to say whether or not he had been a member of the Communist Party, 
in educational hearings. 

The Cuarmman. It may go into the record and become a part of the 
record. 

(The certificates referred to were inserted in the testimony of 
Robert Norton.) 

Mr. Forer. Are you through with us? 

The Cuatmrman. No. 

Mr. Morris. I offer chapter XII of the book, The Enemy Within, 
by Raymond J. de Jaegher and Irene Corbally Kuhn, published by 
Doubleday & Co., and the subject of the chapter is the educational 
system under the Red Chinese. 

The Crairman. It may go into the record and become a part of 
the record. 
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(The document referred to follows:) 
THE ENEMY WITHIN 
By Raymond J. de Jaegher and Irene Corbally Kubn 


Publisher: Doubleday & Co., Inc.,, Garden City, N. Y. 
CHAPTER XII. THE INTELLECTUAL TOOLS OF COMMUNISM 


Che Communists had powerful cells in all the Chinese universities during the 
Nationalist regime, and the teachers and students were worked on in a special 
scientific way by the propagandists. The Communists also had a certain number 
of “professional students” in every university who devoted almost their entire 
time to publishing Communist propaganda, selling Communist books, and recruit- 
ing the brighest and best students. 

A “professional student” was one who had already been graduated from one 
university and was under party orders to enroll in another for the specific purpose 
of advancing communism there He came as a student but he did no studying; 
he was interested only in propagandizing and proselytizing. To disguise his real 
purpose, however, he attended all his classes and took all the examinations. It 
was really very simple, the way they worked it, and its simplicity made it vir- 
tually foolproof. This is the way they did it: Suppose, let us say, a young 
Shanghai graduate, whom we shall call Lu Si-yuan, came to the National Peking 
University as a first-year student. He changed his name slightly and enrolled 
as Lu Che-yuan. He produced an admittance certificate made out with his alias. 
rhe certificate he had either bought secretly or forged. jut as there were always 
more candidates for this great university than could be accommodated, Lu had 
still to take an entrance examination. Naturally it was always easy for these 
young Communists to pass the entrance exams because they had already com- 








pleted their full university training elsewhere. 

very one of these imposters who got in displaced a bona fide student. Another 
unfortunate by-product of this Communist trickery was that the National Gov- 
ernment of China gave a certain number of scholarships each year to the students 
with the highest marks from all over the country. Most of the Communist 


students, bent on destroying the National Government, were able by one means 





rr another to obtain these scholarships. 

The Communists in Peking University had one most important assignment. 
That was to publish as many “wall newspapers” as possible without revealing 
their source. The “wall newspapers” in Chinese universities are composed by the 
students, who write them by hand, using fine brushwork to make small characters 
and crowd lots of news into the papers. They are posted somewhere in the uni- 
versity where the greatest number of students will be sure to see them. In gen- 
eral, the practice is the same as that in American universities and colleges where 
student-written announcements are tacked up on a bulletin board, except that the 
Chinese wall newspapers are not just routine announcements but are real news- 
papers. There were thirty of them in Peking University at the time of which 
I write, and nineteen of them were Communist-directed, Communist-written, 
Communist-distributed. In that whole great university there existed but one 
real opposition paper. Actually, the nineteen Communist papers were written 
every day by the same group of student party members, acting as a single unit or 
cell to put over this project Kach newspaper had a different name, and the 
news in each, while basically the same was changed just enough to create the 
mpression that there were nineteen separate Communist organizations in the 
university 

Most of the ten thousand or so students who as yet had only the most meager 
and sketchy knowledge of the workings of communism and the tricks it employed 
as standard practice, especially in creating this kind of quantitative show, be- 
lieved, naturally, that there must be nineteen separate organizations to do such 
a big job as this every day. A new student, weighing all this carefully in his 
mind, just as naturally came to believe that the university was full of Commu- 
nists, whereas there were only thirty professionals in 1948. It took me a long 
time to track the number down exactly—I had been working on it for months, 
making my own calculations from observation, study, and conversations. I read 
the newspapers regularly, too, with intense interest and considerable, if grudg- 
ing, admiration for the Red students’ skill. The news was all Communist— 
military, political, economic—and when they occasionally inserted some ordinary 
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items of little or no import, just inconsequential comments, even this dusting of 
seasoning was with Red pepper. 

When one studied these papers knowingly and from profound experience with 
Communist techniques, it was plain that the news was all the same except that 
different aspects of it were presented, or the same news was written in several 
different ways. But, as I remarked earlier, the new student who lacked this 
knowledge and experience could not fail to be impressed and to assume that each 
paper was the work of a distinct Communist organization. Through these news- 
papers, and through their aggressive behavior, the handful of professional Com- 
munists created the atmosphere of the university, and while only a relatively small 
proportion of the students in Peking University were Communists until the Reds 
took over on January 23, 1949, many students who wanted to be thought “pro- 
gressive” and “modern” worked for the Communists. If a student showed no 
interest in communism, he was sure to be considered “old-fashioned.” In China, 
unhappily, as elsewhere in the world, the intellectuals made it fashionable to be 
Red. 

In order to further their work the Communists took over a room in the univer- 
sity where they sold only Communist and leftist books, tracts, and papers. They 
blandly called this room the “students’ library,” ignoring the magnificent library 
of the university itself. And they insisted on stocking and running their illegiti- 
mate shop themselves. Establishing a completely Communist propaganda center 
on the property of the National Government was a mark of the contempt and 
insolence which became their stock in trade as they grew more powerful. Addi 
tionally, when one remembers that the National Government was even then 
waging an all-out war against the Communists, it was virtually an act of treason 

But if the authorities had tried to interfere with this arrogant flouting of au- 
thority, there would have heen demands for a strike and this, in turn, would 
have provided the excuse for releasing another barrage of bad propaganda for 
the Wational Government. The Communists were concentrating on anti-Chiang 
Kai-shek, anti-government propaganda both at home and abroad then, especially 
the propaganda directed toward the United States, and the university authorities 
knew this. The Communists kept the educators in this strait jacket of fear all 
the time, paralyzing their ability to act decisively and definitively against the 
troublemakers. The teachers were not well paid and their understandable dis 
content was exploited endlessly. 

The Peking University professional students organized a campaign among 
themselves against the non-Communist teachers, especially two or three strong- 
minded, courageous men who fought them consistently It was a ceaseless bat- 
tle they couldn’t win, though, because the thirty took turns in making noisy dis- 
turbances in their classes, opposing the teachers, arguing with them, stirring up 
the other students, and inciting rebellion and discontent generally. And regu- 
larly, like a clock striking the hours, singly and in pairs, working in relays com- 
posed of themselves and students they had duped, they presented themselves to 
the chancellor’s office to complain to Dr. Hu Shih in a most respectful way about 
these non-Communist teachers. They were “poor” teachers, they said; they were 
not properly qualified; the students were not getting the right kind of educa- 
tion; the reputation of the university would suffer: and the students were most 
unhappy and discontented because they wanted to get the best kind of education 
so that they might he better prepared to serve China. 

It was not long before their tactics began to attract the most radical-minded 
youths in the student body, and soon each of the thirty professional student Reds 
had his own following. These they quickly inducted into the party, and their 
first phalanx was formed. Then they began to organize a second group—pro- 
Communist in sympathies, amenable to suggestion and, to some extent, to 
discipline, but not yet ready to be made party members. In this group, too, 
were the students who, in their political naiveté and strong idealism, believed the 
Communists’ promises to make China an oriental utopia. There were Chinese 
Catholics in this classification, and it was through conversations with them that 
I began slowly to understand the technique the Reds were using in large national 
universities like Peking. 

Cells like this could not have succeeded in the Chinese middle schools among 
younger students. The young people who became Communists joined the party 
after they went to the universities, and generally in their first year. The Reds 
understood the psychology of the freshman. He is at an age when he is experi- 
menting with independence; he is no longer a child but not yet a man, and he is 
heady with the discovery of his own ego and eager to express his personality. 
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That is why the Communists tried so energetically to win converts among the 
first-vear students. They worked much harder on these than on the older ones, 
and they concentrated on the students from South and Central China, which had 
the largest representation in the university. These youths did not know as 
much about communism as the northerners, whose impoverished families had been 
living under its control or close to its influence since the 1930s. The southerners 
and the others from the central provinces had not even been born when com- 
munism had flourished briefly (1921-27) in their sections of the country until 
its suppression as a legal party. These young students, once they had accepted 
communism, even if only partially, were exceedingly valuable to the party because 
they carried the doctrine to their home communities. And because learning is held 
in such high esteeem in China, they were listened to respectfully on their return ; 
their letters home were read over and over, discussed earnestly, and passed 
around from hand to hand. Communism gained many converts in this indirect 
fashion. If a young university student in the country’s cultural capital, center of 
political thought, expressed his belief that communism was good for China, then 
the people close to him in his immediate family and among his other kinfolk 
and neighbors were willing to believe it too. The Communist cadres encouraged 
excessive political activity among the students; they flattered them by pretending 
to need their advice and counsel in making political judgments about local prob- 
lems in the students’ home provinces. In every conceivable way they worked on 
him to make him believe he was, in truth, a sophisticated “modern man” and a 
political pundit. 

On the other hand, the treatment meted out to anti-Communist students was 
abusive, violent, and what is most important, perhaps, and completely typical of 
Communist tactics, it was continuous. I knew a boy at the university who came 
to class one day with an anti-Communist book, a serious, thoughtful work which 
presumed to question the infallibility of Marxism. One Communist group imme- 
diately accused him of being ‘‘a Nationalist spy.” Another shouted that he was 
“a Kuomintang member” and an “anti-modern man.” This was standard treat- 
ment for all students who carried anti-Communist books or were caught reading 
them. These young people were attacked all the time, and they found it almost 
impossible to study. The more ingenious students who wanted to get their work 
done bought a few Communist books to carry in full view and fool their Red 
tormentors. But nobody dared oppose these Communist students directly because 
they seemed to be so powerful. A few of them made a great noise and sneceeded 
in creating the revolutionary atmosphere so necessary and desirable for their 
aims. 

Not the least of the fundamental differences between Chiang Kai-shek and the 
Communists was the attitude of each toward students. Chiang Kai-shek tried 
always to get the students to study more and to reduce their political activity. 
He did not want to discourage their interest in political affairs, but he felt it 
was detrimental to China to have students interfering in the country’s political 
affairs. They were too immature, too unknowing and inexperienced, he believed, 
and too early a participation in political life was bad for them and bad for the 
country. The Communists, on the other hand, not only encouraged students to 
carry on political activity, they even forced them to interfere in politics. This 
served two purposes: It kept things churned up and in tumult and confusion, 
and it brought into sharp focus those dynamic elements of the population the 
Communists wanted for themselves. It was among the screaming, demonstrating 
students, rioting in the big cities, exhorting in the smaller places, that they 
looked for and found the natural leaders they could capture early and train in 
their own ways. 

I remember in 1936 a big delegation of Communist-inspired students marched 
on the residence of Chiang Kai-shek in Hankow. They carried inflammatory 
placards and banners and formed in lines, stamping back and forth and shout- 
ing all night long at the top of their lungs, “Down with Japan! Resist Japa- 
nese imperialism!” This was at the time when Chiang was working mightily te 
reorganize China’s affairs and strengthen her so that she could undertake a 
full-scale war against the Japanese invaders with some certainty of success. 
He was buying time. 

But the Comintern adopted the popular-front line and the Chinese Commu- 
nists followed it faithfully, giving proof then as they did later of their loyalty 
to Soviet Russia’s dicta, for the most important single test of unqualified Com- 
munist discipline has been the following of zigzags in the world-wide party 
line. The Russian-dictated line ordered continuous harassment of Chiang 
Kai-shek, who had to bear the responsibility for the conduct of China’s foreign 
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affairs as well as for her internal and domestic ones. The outlaw Communists, 
on the other hand, were free not only to declare war on Japan and arrogate to 
themselves all the virtues of patriotism, but to embarrass the government's 
efforts to avuid a fatally premature, precipitous break with Japan. (Moscow 
ordered an about-face in 1937 and for the two years following supported the 
Chinese Nationalist Government against Japan, and again the Chinese Commu- 
nists loyally played their part in the united front.) 

But in 10385 “the Communists organized anti-Japanese mass movements, 
demanded the government arm the people, encouraged coalitions of non-Coin- 
munist groujs and military factions opposing Japan, and generally sought to 
arouse popular hatred of Japan to a fever pitch. The Central Government was 
faced finally with the alternative of either resisting Japan immediately or 
suppressing patriotic resentment against Japanese aggression. Until Chinese 
patriotism became a dominant force it had to choose the latter course. Where- 
upon the Chinese Communists were able to accuse Chiang Kai-shek of pro- 
Japanese sentiment and contend that ‘the Soviet Government and the Red 
Army were the only consistent fighters of the national-revolutionary war.’ At 
the same time, of course, Moscow was doing everything possible in the face of 
repeated Japanese provocations to avoid giving the Japanese any excuse for 
declaring war on the U. 8. 8. R. The Chinese Communist line thus served the 
interests of the U.S. S. R. at the expense of China.” * 

The students were of enormous help to the Communists at this time, most of 
them joining with the professional Reds all unknowing, and demonstrating 
out of youthful exuberance and animal spirits, and a desire to be doing some- 
thing “modern” and daring. 

Chiang Kai-shek understood what was going on better than anybody, as he 
showed in the way he handled the student demonstration at his residence in 
Hankow in 1936. He bore the shouting and chanting all though the night with 
great patience. In the early morning he came down the front steps of the 
house with some of his officers. They carried papers and tables and chairs, 
which they set up at the entrance. The students slowed down their march 
out of curiosity and stopped shouting when Chiang Kai-shek put up his hand 
for their attention. Once they were quiet, he addressed thei. 

“I agree with you that we must resist Japan,” he said. “I, too, want to fight 
Japan, but I feel the country is not ready yet to embark on this all-out war. 
It would mean too much sacrifice and suffering for our people, and in our present 
state of unpreparedness I doubt that we should succeed. I want to be sure that 
the people’s sacrifices and sufferings will not be in vain. I repeat, I am as eager 
to fight Japan as you seem to be. And so if you young men are ready to make a 
personal sacrifice now I can do no less than accept it.” 

The students were taken by surprise. They had not expected this. A few of 
them cheered, indecisively and halfheartedly. The rest waited in silence. The 
Generalissimo then stepped forward and spoke directly to the students, seriously 
and in dead earnest. 

“All of you now who are so eager to make a sacrifice for our country, step 
forward and put your names down here—enroll in my military school. I'll train 
you as officers in our army and you will have your opportunity to fight Japan for 
your country.” 

There was a moment's pause. Chiang Kai-shek and his officers waited. Most 
of the students began to slink away. A few—just a few, however—came forward 
and gave their names and signed up for the chance Chiang Kai-shek had offered 
them, One of these was a student named Liu Che-chen, who told me the story. 
He applied himself to his studies and rose rapidly. He was made a general and 
fought well, and when I last heard of him in 1948 he was fighting the Com- 
munists. 

That was one student who got away from the Communists, one of the “natural 
leaders” they were always looking for. In their never-ending quest for converts 
they showed skill and cunning. One of their favorite methods of penetration of 
a university was to set up a “students’ self-government organization,” a com- 
pletely new idea in China. They borrowed many ideas from Western education, 
bending them to purposes for which they were never intended, making up their 
own rules as they went along. 


1 Report of House of Representatives Subcommittee No. 5—National and International 
Movements, “The Strategy and Tactics of World Communism, Supplement III, Country 
studies, C.-Communism in China.” 1948, 
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The students’ self-government, in particular, was manipulated in typical Com- 
munist fashion. First the Communists wrote only a small notice advertising the 
meeting to discuss self-government. They made this notice so small and posted 
it in such an inconspicuous and unlikely place that most of the students never 
saw it and therefore didn’t attend the meeting, which usually was a pure Com- 
munist setup. 

The professionals, at a single glance at the students attending, knew their 
precise proportion of strength and moved quickly to elect officers who naturally 
were Communists 

The second meeting was something else again. They wrote and posted a big 
notice in bold characters and compelling language. No one could possibly miss 
seeing this announcement, and the size, language, and conspicuous posting all 
combined to create the illusion that this student’s government was already a big 
organization. Many more students attended the second meeting. 

The new organization had a “welfare program” and a number of attractive, 
fake features, so that the Communists always managed to fool some students, 
Che organization busied itself continuously in harassing the faculty and the anti- 
Communist students. It misrepresented itself as the voice of all students, 
whereas it usually represented only.a small number of them. The chancellor and 
most of the faculty usually knew what was going on but rarely interfered with 
the organization, believing it to be a lesser evil than students’ strikes which 
would have been called had the university suppressed the organization. 

By 1948, after so many years of close observation and study of Communist 
methods, I was able to be an effective counteragent. 

There was a Catholic university in China which that year acquired a new 
head, a man who was new in this work and in this part of the country, and 
completely unacquainted with this whole field of Communist penetration of the 
universities through students’ cells, organizations, ete. 

I advised him not to take the students too seriously—it is Communist practice 
always to insist on being considered with the utmost gravity, to consume time 
and make a big noise out of all porportion to the matter on hand. 

“Always be polite and interested,’ I told him. “Serve the students tea and 
cigarettes and listen to their problems and complaints, but never get involved 
politically and never forbid anything so that you.can be accused of ‘oppression.’ ”’ 
I told him I would help hus further by working from the outside; I would 
organize the student groups I know were willing and eager to fight the Com- 
munists who were sure to infiltrate his school. 

“If I am criticized or you are told that I am working ‘against the good of 
the school and the rights of the students,’ then you must disavow me publicly,” 
I said. He agreed, albeit reluctantly, to this latter request, because he was still 
so new to all this, so inexperienced in the corkscrew twists and turns of the party 
line and all the racket and planned disorder of communism, that he thought 
I was eXaggerating. 

I went ahead and organized the Catholic students, of whom there were about 
three hundred in that Catholic university, which had a student enrollment that 
year of four thousand. We learned there were only seventy-three Communists 
in the lot—a trifle more than 1% per cent of the total—but a goodly number of the 
student body were under the influence of that small, vociferous segment. 

The important thing, then, was not to let anything get started. I divided the 
Catholic students who had accepted my leadership into two groups, one that 
worked aboveground, directly, and one that worked underground. I urged both 
groups to be especially alert for the posting of the first notice of the students’ 
government organization. This I know from experience would probably be the 
first step by the party members to get control. 

Sure enough, one day they found the announcement, so small it was almost 
lost under a big notice on the bulletin board. They reported the find-to me at 
once, and we discussed the next step. 

On the day the meeting was called the one hundred Catholic students who 
were in the two active groups fighting communism went to the meeting in a body. 
1 had instructed the strongest and most forceful student in the technique of 
taking over the meeting. 

When the hundred students arrived at the meeting the Communists were as- 
tonished. However, the party leader recovered his equilibrium quickly and at- 
tempted to seize control. The alert hundred wouldn’t have it, however. They 
insisted on matters being handled with correctness, according to rules of par- 
liamentary procedure. Then the Communists running the meeting announced 
there were officers present who had been “properly elected” before the objecting 
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students arrived. Immediately, however, the vigorous anti-Communist leader 
of my group challenged this. He led the others in crying out against such 
“fascist tactics” and cries of “Shame!” arose. 

“Who gave you the right to act by yourself to appoint officers?” my group de- 
manded, for they had alreadly ridiculed and shouted out of existence the “elec- 
tion” of officers. “This is a democratic body!” they cried. “Throw out the 
appointments! Let’s vote!” 

The anti-Communists, having been forewarned and having the courage to act, 
were able thus to take over the meeting and elect strong anti-Communists to all 
the offices. 

The university was singularly free of Communist activity for some time as a 
result of this early action. The Communists went underground, of course, but 
so did the anti-Communist students. When the Reds began to post their notices 
on the bulletin boards and on the walls of the university at night, our underground 
went into action, tearing down the posters as soon as they went up, substituting 
anti-Communist notices instead. 


It was a turbulent autumn and winter in Peiping, and when I left I had, per- 
force and through necessity, become as practiced in counteragitation as the most 
seasoned Marxist. Moreover, I took satisfaction from the fact that I was leav- 
ing behind me the nucleus of an intellectual maquis, trained and prepared to 
meet and defeat the Communists on their own grounds and at their own game. 

The CHarmrMan. Senator Welker? 

Senator Weiker. Mr. Witness, if you have never been a member of 
the Communist Party, why do you not tell the committee “No, I have 
never been a member of the Communist Party,” or if you have been a 
member of the Communist Party and have split with the Communist 
Party, why do you not tell us that you have split with the Commu- 
nist Party and are now a loyal American ? 

Mr. Huriincer. Excuse me, please. 

The CuarrMan. You may consult your counsel. 

( Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurrancer. I refuse to answer that, Mr. Chairman, on the 
same grounds. 

Senator Henpricxson. Mr. Chairman, I have one question that has 
occurred to me. 

The CuatrmMan. Senator Hendrickson. 

Senator Henpricxson. You testified here about voting. Did you 
ever register in a party primary ¢ 

Mr. Huriincer. Yes. 

Senator Henprickson. When was that ? 

Mr. Hurtineer. I don’t recall. Possibly—my practice has varied. 
Sometimes I do and sometimes I don’t, when I vote. 

Senator Henprickson. Well, how did you register? I must have 
isunderstood you. 

Mr. Hurvtincer. I have never voted in a primary. 

Senator Hrenprickson. You have never voted in a party primary ? 
Mr. Hurvincer. Never. 

Senator Henprickson. Have you ever registered in a party primary. 
Mr. Huriincer. I am not sure I know what it means. 

Senator Henprickson. Well, you go to the election board and 
register as a member of the party. Have you ever done that? 

Mr. Huriincer. Yes. 

Senator Henprickson. With what party did you register? 

Mr. Hurrincer. Excuse me. 

Senator Henprickson. That would not be invading your rights, 
would it? That is something you have already done officially and 
legally. 
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Mr. Huriincer. Excuse me, please. 

The Cuatrman. You may consult your counsel. 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Hurtrncer. I feel that that is an improper question, Mr. 
Senator. 

Senator Henprickxson. Now, Mr. Hurlinger, after all, if you regis- 
tered as a member of a party officially, in a primary election, and you 
said you had—— 

Mr. Huruincer. Not in the primary, sir. I never participated in 
a primary. 

Senator Henprickson. You said that you had not voted but you 
said you had registered. 

Mr. Hurtrcer. At elections, at the regular elections, as I under- 
stand. 

Senator Henprickson. At the general elections? 

Mr. Hurvurcer. That is the way we do it in New York. 

Senator Henprickson. You never registered in a primary then? 

Mr. Hurttncer. Not to my knowledge. 

Senator Henprickson. I think that the record is a little confused on 
that score. 

Senator Eastitanp. Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuatrman. Senator Eastland. 

Senator Eastianp. I know of no right that a witness has to refuse 
to answer a question as to how he voted. I move that this witness be 
ordered and instructed to answer Senator Welker’s and Senator 
Hendrickson’s questions. 

Mr. Hururncer. I haven't refused, Senator. 

The CHarrMan. I did not hear you. 

Mr. Hurttcer. I haven’t refused to answer Senator Hendrickson. 

Senator Easrianp. You said that the question was an improper 
question. You have no right to say what questions are proper and 
improper. 

Mr. Hurtrncer. In my judgment. 

Senator EastLanp. You are not the judge. 

Senator WeLker. With due respect to Senator Eastland, I will with- 
draw my question. 

The Cuatrman. As a matter of fact, as far as this committee is con- 
cerned, I think that the question is proper and can be properly an- 
swered, but we are not concerned with this phase of this man’s life. 

We have gotten into the record the story that we wanted to get 
into the record. 

We have corroboration from the witness in the executive session. 
We are interested in his teaching, whether or not he worked in war 
work with Communists. He has exercised his privilege under the fifth 
amendment and, as far as I am concerned, the committee has what 
it wants from this witness. 

If there are no further questions, we will stand adjourned. 

(Whereupon, at 3:10 p. m. the committee recessed, subject to call.) 
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TUESDAY, MAY 19, 1953 


Unirep States SENATE, 
SuscomMMItTreE To INVESTIGATE THE ADMINISTRATION 
OF THE INTERNAL Security ACT AND OTHER INTERNAL 
Srecuriry Laws, or THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a. m., in room 
457, Senate Office Building, Senator James O. Eastland presiding. 

Present: Senators Hendrickson and Eastland. 

Also present: Robert Morris, subcommittee counsel; Benjamin 
Mandel, director of research; and Robert McManus, staff member. 

Senator EastLanp. The committee will come to order. Morris U. 
Cohen. 

Mr. Morris. Will you stand and be sworn ? 

Senator Easttanp. Do you solemnly swear the testimony you are 
about to give to the Internal Secur ity Subcommittee of the Judici lary 
Committee is the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, 
so help you God? 

Mr. Conen. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF MORRIS U. COHEN, BROOKLYN, N. Y., ACCOMPANIED 
BY HIS ATTORNEY, SAMUEL A. NEUBURGER, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Senator Easrianp. Proceed, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Cohen, would you give your full name to the 
reporter ¢ 

Mr. Conen. Morris U. Cohen. 

Mr. Morris. What does the “U” stand for, Mr. Cohen? 

Mr. Conen. It is simply an initial. 

Mr. Morrts. Where do you reside, Mr. Cohen? 

Mr. Conren. 2028 Mermaid Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Senator EastLanp. What was that ‘ damat 

Mr. Conen. 2028 Mermaid Avenue, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Cohen, what is your present occupation ? 

Mr. Conen. I am a chemist. 

Mr. Morris. For whom do you work? 

Mr. Conen. I am self-employed. 

Mr. Morrts. Who are your clients, Mr. Cohen? 

Mr. Conen. I decline to answer that question. 

Mr. Morris. Why is that, Mr. Cohen ? 

Mr. Conen. I understand that under the fifth amendment I am 
protected against self-incrimination. 
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Senator Easttanp. Would it incriminate you to tell who your clients 
are ¢ 

Mr. Conen. I stand on my response, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Morris. Do you mean, Mr. Cohen, that if you answered that 
question, as to who your clients are, you would incriminate yourself ? 

(Witness confers with counsel. ) 

Mr. Conrn. It may tend to ine igi ate me. 

Mr. Morris. Would you speak up just a bit, Mr. Cohen ? 

Mr. Conen. It may tend to incriminate me. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, we have evidence that Mr. Morris U. 
Cohen, while teaching on the faculty of the City College of New York, 
was a member of a Communist cell at that time. That is, up to 1941. 

Were you a member of a Communist cell while you were on the 
faculty of City College, Mr. Cohen ? 

Mr. ConEen. Same answer. 

Senator Easrtanp. What is the answer? 

Mr. Conen. I invoke the priy ilege of the fifth amendment. 

Mr. Morris. From what university did you graduate ¢ 

Mr. Conen. Columbia. 

Mr. Morris. In what year did you get your bachelor’s degree? 

Mr. Conen. The bachelor’s degree was received from City College 
mn 1950, 

Mr. Morris. What other degrees do you hold? 

Mr. Conen. I hold the master of arts degree and the degree of 
doctor of philosophy. 

Mr. Morris. From what universities ? 

Mr. Conen. Columbia University. 

Mr. Morris. In what year did you obtain your master’s degree? 

Mr. Conen. Nineteen hundred and thirty- two. 

Mr. Morris. And your doctor’s degree ? 

Mr. Conen. My doctor’s degree I believe was in 1935 

Mr. Morris. Now, when did you teach at City College? 

Mr. Conen. Between about 1930 and 1941. 

Mr. Morris. Now, did you teach anywhere else, Mr. Cohen, during 
that period ? 

Mr. Conen. Same answer, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. You refuse to answer ? 

Mr. Conen. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. As to whether you taught any place other than City 
( ‘olle re duri Ing the years 1930-41 ? 

Mr. Conen. Yes, sir 

Senator Easttanp. Did you teach in the Jefferson School? 

Mr. ConEen. Same answer. 

Mr. Morris. Did you teach in the School for Democracy after 1941? 

Mr. Couen. Same answer, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. You know that the School for Democracy did not exist 
prior to 1941? 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Conrn. Same answer, Mr. Morris. 

Senator Easttanp. What is the answer ? 

Mr. Conen. The answer is that I decline to be a witness against 
myself. 

Senator Eastianp. Decline because you might incriminate your- 
self? Is that it? You decline under the fifth amendment? Is that 
your answer ? 
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Mr. Conen. I might tend to incriminate myself; yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, the thing that concerns me here is that 
the School for Democracy, concerning which we have evidence that he 
taught there, and also the Jefferson School, did not exist prior to 1941, 
and for that reason I wanted to exclude those two things from the 
period 1930-41, 

Did you teach at the Workers’ School ? 

Mr. Conen. Same answer, Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morrts. You refuse to answer ¢ 

Mr. Cowen, Yes. 

Mr. Morris. Did you teach in the Jefferson School some time sub- 
sequent to 1941? 

Mr. Cowen. Same answer. 

Senator Easttanp. You have not answered the question. 

Mr. Conen. I decline. 

Senator Eastianp. Will you state it in the record? I want it in 
the record. 

Mr. Conen. I decline to answer on the same grounds as previously 
stated. 

Senator Easruanp. You state that you are self-employed. You 
state that if you would name your clients, it might tend to incriminate 
you. Now, without naming those clients, I want you to tell me 
whether or not those clients are in war work for the Government of 
the United States, or for any branch of the military service of the 
United States? 

Mr. Conen. I must decline to answer that question, Senator. 

Senator Eastianp. On what grounds? 

Mr. Conen. On the grounds stated previously. 

Senator EastLanp. Have you passed on information that you have 
received on work of your clients—— 

Mr. Conen. I must decline. 

Senator Easrianp. Wait until I finish the question. 

Have you passed on information that you have received on work 
of your clients to the Soviet secret service ? 

Mr. Conen. I must decline to answer that question. 

Senator Easrtanp. Have you been guilty of espionage for the Com- 
munist Government of Russia? 

Mr. Couen. I must decline to answer. 

Senator Easrtanp. On what grounds? 

Mr. Conen. The same grounds. 

Senator Easruanp. Let me ask you this question: Are you now a 
spy for the Soviet Union ? 

Mr. Cowen. I must certainly decline to answer that. 

Senator Easttanp. You must certainly decline to answer that ques- 
tion, and the reason is that if you were to you would be guilty of 
treason. That is the reason for your putting the emphasis there, 
that you must “certainly” decline to answer that question ? 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Conen. It is my understanding that the fifth amendment was 
set up to protect innocence, and I think in all fairness you ought to 
draw the inference of innocence rather than the inference which you 


have drawn. 
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Senator Easttanp. If you were innocent, you certainly would not 
mind stating whether or not you were guilty of treason, whether or 
not you have betrayed your country. 

Mr. Cowen. If I am innocent, Mr. Chairman, I have the right to 
invoke the fifth amendment, which I do. 

Mr. Morris. We have the testimony of two witnesses, Dr. Lewis 
Balamuth and Mr. Martin Canning 

Senator Easrianp. In addition, I think that you should answer 
that question, if you have clients engaged in war work. I think that 
you owe it to them to answer that question. I am sure that their 
hands are clean, and I am sure that they would not want a man who 
would refuse to testify whether or not he had taken information that 
he received from them and passed it to the Russian secret service. 
Do you still stand on the privilege? 

Mr. Conen. I still stand on the privilege, sir. 

Senator EastLaAnpb. Proceed. 

Mr. Morris. We have testimony of two witnesses before this com- 
mittee, Dr. Lewis Balamuth and Mr. Martin Canning, that Mr. Morris 
U. ( ‘ohen, the W it ness before us today , wasa member of the ( ‘ommunist 
Party while he was at City College, and a member of the Communist 
Party subsequent to the period that he was in City College, and the 
purpose of this hearing is to ask this witness if ‘he will deny that 
evide nce, 

Do you deny that evidence? 

Mr. Conen. I stand on the fifth amendment. 

Senator Eastianp. Have you read that testimony ? 

(Witness confers with counsel. ) 

Mr. Conen. I have read certain portions of it. 

Mr. Morris. You read the whole public testimony, did you not ? 

Mr. Conen. I believe so. 

Mr. Nevsurcer. The portion that you gave us—if that was the whole 
portion, that is what we read. 

Senator Eastianp. Did he read the transcript of the testimony ? 

Mr. Morris. Yes, he did, Senator. 

Senator Eastianp. Is that testimony true or false ? 

(Witness confers with counsel.) 

Mr. Conen. Same position. 

Senator EastLanp. What is that position ? 

Mr. Conen. My position is that I decline to be a witness against 
myself. 

Senator Eastitanp. Your position is that you might incriminate 
yourself? Is that it? 

Mr. Conen. I might tend to incriminate myself, and I invoke the 
protection afforded to innocent parties, by the fifth amendment. 

Mr. Morris. You were dismissed from C ity College, were you not? 

Mr. Conen. I decline to answer that. 

Mr. Morris. I mean, that is a matter of record. Well, as a matter 
of record, were you dismissed from City College ? 

Mr. Conen. I must stand on my answer. 

Mr. Morris. Did you work for the Technical Research Laboratories 
subsequent to your dismissal from City of College ? 

Mr. Conen. I must decline to answer that. 

Mr. Morris. Now, did the Technical Research Laboratories have any 
contracts for the armed services during the war, to your knowledge? 
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Mr. Couen. I must decline to answer that question. 

Mr. Morris. Were you a stockholder in the Balco Corp. B-a-l-c-o? 

Mr. Cowen. Same answer. 

Mr. Morris. Is that Baleo Corp. made up of the names Balamuth 
and Cohen, you and Dr. Balamuth, to whom we have made reference ? 

Mr. Conen. I must decline to answer that question. 

Senator Easttanp. Do you know Dr. Balamuth? 

Mr. Conren. I must decline to answer that question. 

Mr. Morris. Do you know William Martin Canning ? 

Mr. Cowen. Same answer. 

Senator MastLanp. Dr. Balamuth said that he knew you. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, they were business partners. 

Senator Eastnanp. Certainly they were business partners. 

Mr. Morris. Did you know Mr. Joseph Steigman g 

Mr. CoHen. Same answer. 

Mr. Morris. He also was a business partner of yours, was he not ? 

Mr. Conen. I must decline to answer that. 

Mr. Morris. Do you know a man named Lloyd Motz? 

Mr. Conen. I must decline to answer that question. 

Mr. Morris. I have no more questions, Mr. Chairman. There are 
more questions here, but it is very apparent to me that we are not 
going to get any testimony from this witness, 

Senator EastLanp. You may stand aside. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, one of the reasons why that witness was 
called was that we had testimony from Dr. Bella Dodd, that of all the 
teachers who were dismissed from the city schools after the Rapp- 
Coudert committee investigation in New York, most of them went on 
to profitable ventures at that time, and one of the things that we have 
been trying to bring out is that this man, even though dismissed by 
the school authorities for Communist activity, went on to maintain 
a successful career. 

Senator EastLanp. I think there should be an investigation by this 
committee of the clients of Mr. Morris U. Cohen. If those clients are 
in war work, or if he could get information that would be to the detri- 
ment of this country, I think that this committee should certainly 
uncover it. I am going to request the investigation of those clients, 
and see if this country could be damaged by information that he would 
get by virtue of his work. 

Senator Henprickson. I will join you in. that Mr. Chairman. 

Senator EastLanp. In my judgment, as a member of this committee 
for the past 2 years, he is one of the worst men as a security risk who 
has ever appeared before the committee, judging by his appearance 
on the witness stand, 

I also want the record to show that Mr. Cohen requested that his 
address in Brooklyn be kept from the newspapers, and that the request 
was denied. 

Mr. Morris. In connection with your statement, Mr. Chairman, the 
staff of the committee is endeavoring to determine the answer to that 
question, in connection with Harry Magdoff, who was a witness before 
this committee, and refused to state the identity of his clients. 

(Whereupon, at 10:31 a. m., the committee recessed, to further 
open hearing.) 
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THURSDAY, MAY 21, 1953 


Untrep States SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE To INVESTIGATE THE ADMINISTRATION OF 
THE INTERNAL SEcurITY AcT, AND OTHER INTERNAL 
Security Laws, or THE COMMITTEE ON THE J UDICIARY, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:15 a. m., pursuant to c: “ in the 
caucus room, Senate Office Building, S« nator William E. Jenner 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators Jenner and Smith. 

Also present: Robert Morris, subcommittee counsel; Benjamin 
Mandel, director of research, and Robert C. McManus, research 
analyst: 

‘The CHairMAn. The committee will come to order. 

Mrs. Knowles, will you hold up your right hand and be sworn ? 

Do you solemnly swear the t testimony you are about to give will be 
the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you 
God ? 

Mrs. Know tgs. I do. 


TESTIMONY OF MARY KNOWLES, NORWOOD, MASS., ACCOMPANIED 
BY OLIVER 8. ALLEN, ATTORNEY AT LAW, BOSTON, MASS. 


The CHarrMan, You may state your name and address to the com- 
mittee. 

Mrs. Knowies. Mary Knowles. 

The Cuarrman. And where do you reside? 

Mrs. Knowtes. 159 Cottage Street 

The CHarMan. I want to state at the outset, Mrs. Knowles, that 
the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee has received sworn testi- 
mony by Herbert Philbrick that you have been a member of the Com- 
munist cell in Boston. You were called here today to answer this 
testimony. We give you this opportunity fully, freely, and frankly 
to deny this testimony. 

This subcommittee does not desire that its evidence impugn anyone 
who is now a loyal American, regardless of any mistakes he or she 
may have made in the past. 

Mrs. Knowles, the opportunity is now before you. 

Mr. Morris, will you now conduct the examination of the witness ? 

Mr. Morrts. What is your address, Mrs. Knowles? 

Mrs. Knowues. My address is 159 Cottage Street, Norwood, Mass. 
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Mr. Morris. Are you now a member of the Communist Party, Mrs. 
Knowles? ; 

Mrs. Knownes. May I request and ask you if at any time I may 
consult with my counsel ? 

The CuarrMan. You may request it and the request will be granted, 
but please do that because we want your testimony and not the testi- 
nowy of vi ur coun el, 

Mrs. Know.es. Yes, I understand. 

The Cuamman. Thank you very much. 

Mrs. Know es (after conferring with counsel). In answer to that 
question, I decline to answer that question upon the ground that my 
answer might tend to incriminate me, 

The Cramman. In other words, you mean by that, Mrs. Knowles, 
that if you answered that aan stion truthfully, it might tend to ineriii- 
nate you? 

Mrs. Know tes (after conferring with counsel). I decline to answer 
that question upon the grounds that my answer might tend to in- 
ecriminate me. 

Mr. Auten. May it be understood, Senator Jenner, that hereafter 
if the witness declines that she declines upon the ground that the 
answer might tend to incriminate her, claiming her rights under the 
fifth amendment of the Constitution of the United States? 

The Cuarrman. The record will so speak. 

Will you give your full name? 

Mr. Auten. Yes. May I complete my statement and then I'll give 
ny name ¢ 

The CHarrMan. Surely. 

Mr. Auuen. In the event she declines and she will use the simple 
phrase “I decline,” may it be understood that will incorporate all her 
rights under the fifth amendment of the Constitution of the United 
states ¢ 

The Cuarrman. The record will so show, that when she says “I de- 
cline,” she is declining under the fifth amendment of the Constitution 
that her answer may tend to incriminate her. 

Mr. ALLEN. That will save time. 

My name is Oliver S. Allen. I am a member of the Boston, Mass., 
bar, w ith an office at 6 Beacon rer in Boston. 

Mr. Morris. Mrs. Knowles, have you attended cell meetings of the 
Communist Party in Boston with Herbert Philbrick ? 

Mrs. Know es. I decline. 

Mr. Morris. Mrs. Knowles, have you been the secretary of Dr. 
Harrison Harley, of Simmons University ? 

Mrs. Know tes. I decline. 

Mr. Morris. You will not tell this committee whether or not you 
have acted as his secretary ? 

Mrs. Know tes. I decline. 

The CHatrMAN. Just a moment. You have your attorney here and 
I am sure he has advised you of your rights under the fifth amend- 
ment, but we do not like the witness to abuse the fifth amendment. 

Repeat the question, will you? 

Mr. Morris. Have you been secretary to Dr. Harrison Harley, of 
Simmons University in Boston ? 

Mrs. Knowtes. May I consult my attorney ? 

The CHarrman. You may. 
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Mrs. Knowues (after conferring with counsel). I decline. 

Mr. Morris. You decline. 

Mr. Chairman, I notice that in the Boston Post of May 9, 19535, there 
is an article here which reads as follows: 

Meanwhile at her home at 157 Cottage Street, Norwood, Mrs. Knowles last 
night declined to discuss the charges made by the former undercover agent. 
Beyond admitting that she has been secretary to Dr. Harrison Harley, the 
librarian neither affirmed or denied that she is or was affiliated with the Reds. 

Did you admit to the Boston Post reporter that you had been a 
secretary to Dr. Harrison Harley ? 

Mrs. Knowxes. May I consult? 

The Cwairman. You may. 

Mrs. Know es (after conferring with counsel). I decline. 

Mr. Morris. Mrs. Knowles, have you been the secretary to the 
Samuel Adams School in Boston ? 

Mrs. Knowues. I decline. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, we have had considerable evidence that 
the Samuel Adams School in Boston is run and controlled by the 
Communists. 

Mrs. Knowles, what has been your occupation until last week? 

Mrs. Know es. I have been librarian of the South Norwood Branch 
Library in Norwood, Mass. 

Mr. Morris. You held that position for how long? 

Mrs. Knowies. Approximately 5 years. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of having Mrs. Knowles 
before the committee was to give her an opportunity to deny the 
charges made. I feel she has had that opportunity and I have no more 
questions. 

The Cuarrman. You may stand aside and be excused. 

(Witness excused.) 

Mr. Morris. The next witness is Mr. Steigman. 

The Cuarrman. Will you hold up your right hand and be sworn ? 

Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you give in this hearing 
will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so he Ip 
you God? 

Mr. SreigMan. Yes. 


TESTIMONY OF JOSEPH STEIGMAN, BROOKLYN, N. Y., ACCOMPANIED 
BY ALBERT L. COLLOMS, ATTORNEY AT LAW, NEW YORK, N. Y. 


Mr. Morris. Mr. Steigman, will you give your full name and ad- 
dress to the reporter ? 

Mr. Srereman. Joseph Steigman, S-t-e-i-g-m-a-n, 141 Joralemon 
Street, Brooklyn, N. Y. 

Mr. Morris. Are you a professor now? 

Mr. SreramMan. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. Where do you teach ? 

Mr. Sreraman. At the Polytechnical Institute of Brooklyn. 

Mr. Morris. And you are the assistant professor of chemistry at 
that institution ? 

Mr. Ste1igMan. I am one of the assistant professors of chemistry. 

Mr. Morris. How long have you been on the faculty of Brooklyn 
Polytechnical Institute? 

Mr. SreicmMan. Since 1948. 
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Mr. Morris. What teaching have you done prior to that? 

Mr. Sretaman. I was an instructor in chemistry at the College of 
the City of New York from 1939 to 1942 and in that same period of 
time I was an instructor in analytical chemistry in the graduate 
division or the division of graduate studies at Brooklyn College. 

I was also a laboratory assistant in chemistry as a graduate student 
at Columbia University from 1933 to 1937. 

Mr. Morris. From what university have you obtained your degrees ? 

Mr. Sreroman. I obtained the A. B. degree from Columbia; that is, 
Columbia College, in 1932, with honors in French and chemistry, and 
I fulfilled most of the requirements for the Ph. D. degree in chemistry 
from Columbia University in 1937, receiving the formal award in 1941, 

Mr. Morris. You have done research w ork i in addition to your teach- 
ing, have you not ? 

Mr. SreigMan. Yes. 

Mr. Morris. Wouid you tell us for what firms you have done research 
work ¢ 

Mr. Sreteman. I have worked for the Technical Research Labora- 
tory in Montclair, N. J. I worked for the Gussack Machine Products 
Co. of Long Island City. I did work for the Schori Process Corp. of 
Long Island City, and then consulting from time to time for various 
companies. 

Mr. Morris. And in those capacities you have done work on, say, 
Navy contracts ¢ 

Mr. Sreieman. In several of those capacities, I did some work on 
Navy contracts. 

Mr. Morris. And I think you mentioned in executive session you 
worked under one ONR contract, Navy research ? 

Mr. Sreieman. This was at the Polytechnic Institute at Brooklyn. 

Mr. Morris. Would you explain that to the committee, please? 

Mr. Srreigman. This was a contract awarded to the school by the 
Office of Naval Research, an unclassified contract to conduct investiga- 
tions into the analytical chemistry of miobium and tantalum. These, 
I might add, are two metals which had been in a rather rare category 
so far as industrial use was concerned a number of years ago and whose 
analytical chemistry is extremely difficult. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Steigman, are you presently a member of the Com- 
munist Party ? 

Mr. Sreigman. May I ask at this point, Senator, that the witness, 
Dr. Balamuth, be brought before this committee so that he can be 
cross-examined by my counsel ? 

The Cuamman. Of course, Dr. Balamuth has been brought before 
this committee and we have had testimony in executive session. Part 
of it has been made public. 

However, we have no procedure set up whereby witnesses will be 
allowed to come here and cross-examine witnesses. 

This is a duly constituted congressional toe committee. 
We do not have the means and facilities to go into that field. 


Mr. Morris. You know, Mr. Steigman, that if you were before a 
Federal grand jury and asked the same question you would invoke such 
privilege in vain, asking that a witness be brought before you for 
cross-examination before you answer a question. 

Mr. Srricman. I do not know that. 
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The Cuarrman. That is correct. 

In addition to that you are present in this hearing with your attor- 
ney, which is also a privilege, not a right, that has been granted to you. 

Will you answer the question ? 

Mr. SteigMan. May I speak with counsel ? 

The CuarrmMan. You may. 

Mr. Sreieman (after conferring with counsel). I refuse to answer 
that question, standing on the grounds of the first and the fifth and 
the sixth amendments to the Constitution. 

The Cuatrman. Of course, as I have explained to you previously, 
this committee does not recognize your right to refuse to answer this 
question under the first and the sixth amendments. 

We do, however recognize your right to refuse to answer under the 
fifth amendment, that your answer might tend to incriminate you. 

Mr. Sreieman. As you recall yesterday, Senator, I consulted with 
counsel at different times. I would like my answer to stand. 

The Cuatroan. All right. 

Let the record show that the committee recognizes only the right 
to refuse to answer under the fifth amendment, that any answer you 
might give might tend to incriminate you. 

Mr. Cottoms. May the record also show, Senator, that the witness 
also wishes to stand on all three amendments? 

The Cuatrrman. The record does show that. The committee does 
not recognize his right. 

Would you give your name for the record ? 

Mr. Cottoms. The name is Albert L. Colloms, admitted to practice 
before the New York bar, 342 Madison Avenue, New York City. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, we have had sworn testimony before 
this committee that the witness here today has been a member of 
the Communist Party and has attended closed meetings of the Com- 
munist Party. 

Have you attended closed meetings of the Communist Party, Mr. 
Steigman ? 

Mr. Sreteman. I decline to answer this question, Mr. Morris, on 
the same grounds. 

Mr. Morris. Were you a member of the Communist Party when 
you graduated from Columbia University, Mr. Steigman ? 

Mr. SreraMan. I decline to answer the question on the same grounds. 

Mr. Cottoms. Will the record show, Mr. Senator, at this point, that 
the witness’ declination to answer “on the same grounds,” means that 
he stands on the first, fifth, and sixth amendments in all cases, so that 
we can save time ? 

The Cuarrman. The record will show that, but again the record 
will show that the committee does not recognize his right to refuse to 
answer under the first and sixth amendments, but only under the 
fifth amendment. 

Mr. Morrts. Professor Steigman, were you a member of the Com- 
munist Party when you worked on the various contracts that you 
described here today ? 

Mr. SrereMan. I decline to answer this question on the same grounds 
as before. 

Mr. Morris. Do you know Dr. Louis Balamuth? 

Mr. Sreieman. Yes. 
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Mr. Morris. Have you been 


associated with him for many years? 
Mr. SrTeigMAN. 


I think perhaps, Counsel, you better tell me more 
specifically what you have in mind. Associated how? 

Mr. Morris. Well, have you been associated? I want you to tell 
me how you have been associated with him. 

Mr. Sreieman. Dr. Balamuth and I worked for two companies 
together. 

Mr. Morris. Were you ever on the same faculty with him? 

Mr. Srriaman. Yes, at the City College. 

Mr. Morris. Mr. Chairman, I have no more questions. 

The CuarrmMan. You may stand aside and be excused. 

(Whereupon, at 10:30 a. m., the witness was excused, and the com- 
mittee proceeded to another witness. ) 
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